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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the imsults of a six-month explora-
tory research project designed to provide the Department of the Army
with a profile of individuals discharged under the Trainee Discharge
Program (TDP).. In this report, we will focus especially on the reaults
of our efforts to develop a sociological and psychological profile of the
individuals who are discharged undep the Program, the reasons they are
discharged, and the rn uner in which the TDP discharge process is
performed,

:, ,.II P rgr rmqkaO. .qijy. ,s

The Program was implemonted on I September 1973 with
the issuance of Training and Do.trinc Command Circular 635.1
(Departmunot of the Army, 1973). The circular stated that the Pro-
grat's primary objectivo was t6 facilitate the "1I rapid identi-
fication and separation from the training cycle of those individuals
who aro unacceptable for further military service" bidj, p. Z).
Genorally speaking, the TDP was purposely designed to provide i
moans of rapidly cllntinating marginal or poor performers fromx
the Army during their first 179 days of activo service by using
streamlinod aclingistrativa procedures with a minimunt of paperwork.
(Ibid. p. 7). More specifically, the Program was designed to
provide Iscal commandors with a moans of identifying and expedi-
tiously discharging .0 enlistees who are unacceptable for further
military service due to demonstrated deficiencies in aptitudo,

i attitude, motivation or *olf-disciplino" ,(TidI., p. 3). A4titl_¶e is
defined in tlie Prugram directive as beinig-Tt-f enlistee's c"apacIty
for learaing;" atiude refers to thi enlistee's "orientation
toward the military," n-Lo..Vxojn refers to the onlisteoes "desire
to meet standards ' r"M -didscnlrllno refers to the onlistoes'
"ability to correct themselves."

The TRADOC Circular 635-1 specifically warns that the
Program is to be kept "separate and Apart from - and will not be
used as a substitute for - administrative separation for fraudulent
enlistment, concealment of arrest record, unfitness, or because of
physical or mental defects warranting separation through medical
channels" (Md., p. 7}, The directive further stipulates that the
Program is not to be "utilized in lieu of Ctieciplinary actions"

Qid,6 p.p 7).

1-1
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F•rom the beginning, reoponsibility for implementing the

Program has rested primarily on TRADOC training activitios,
although FORSCOM is also responsible for implementing the Program
at its installations conducting advanced training, Within TRADOC
all installations engaged in BCT, DT, MBT, ALT and AIT/O:T
training, as well as some service schools, arc responsible for im-
plementing the Program. Most discharges under the Program are
amin-istered to soldiers undergoing SCT and ALT.

The TDP hats made a substantial impact on early separation
rates among Army trainees, During the last quarter of FY1975, the
Army lost trainees through TDP discharges at A rate of 1, 2 percent
(Department of the Army, 1975c),

1,3 Enlistee Evaluati nP.ceduroe

The process by which an enlistee is to be discharged from
active duty under the TDP, according to the 635-1 directive, can be
divided into throe basic phase.t j e icpley, bv atio. t Land g•otetjm-

.,or ,.ýS.h, The identification phase is intended to begin with
the observation of the trainee at company level by trainlig cadre, The
training cadre are directed to identify enlietees whom they deem
suitable for early discharge under the TDP using the four psycho-
sacial criteria described above, With the identification of enlistees'
deficienctles in the areas of aptitude, attitudo ,. motivation, and/or
solf-disciplne, a member of the chain of command (usually the first
line supervisor) Is directed to evaluate and counsel the enlistees
to assist them In %orrecting, their shortconmtings. In the original ver-
sion of the 635-1 circular,.the member of the chain of command was
to "Interview" tht- onliptf.- to anaiot tthem in cr'r eeting their faults.
in the later version of the circular (Department of the Army, 14
November 1974), the persoti was directed to obseyve and couns__lthe
tvainee, If this counseling does not produce sufficient improvement,
the company comnmander is to be informed of the probll~m. The
vonipiny coniniundor ia then diroete4 to order that a second, separate
evaluation be nude of the enlistee, either within the same company but
in a different platoon,or in a different company, If the results of the
socand evaluation essentially support those of the first, discharge
procedures are to be initiated.

The discharge process is supposed to begin with the written
notification of the enlistee by his immodiate conmmander of the pro-
posed discharrge and the reasons for it. The trainee has the right to
rebut the charges and/or have a counsel present to assist him in
preparing a return endorsement, In the second (14 November I474)
issuance of the TRADOC circular 635-1, counsel was designated to be
a commissioned officer in the grade of First Lieutenant or higher,
1 TGraic lit computed by ,viding the discharges for that
quarter by accession populai ions which were in training during that
period,



but not nccessarily a lawyer (Department of the Army, 14 Novein-
ber 1974). The command is also directed to provide all necessary
adninistrati%-tv support to assist the individual in preparing a re-
turn endorasment. If the soldier refuses to endorse the roeanowun-
dation for dischargo, the commander is directed to inform the
individual that such a refusal is not a basis for discontinuing the
discharge procoms. If the aoldier still persists in the refusal,
the commander in directed to prepare a written statement to that
effect in the form of a lette* and forward the letter and unsigned

• endorseoenot form through channels to the commaunder exercising

discharge authority. A copy of an endorsement form prepared for
S~the trainoo by the local commnander is included in Appendix E.

1.4 Dischar Authority

If the onlistee does not rebut the proposed discharge, til
conu-nander exorciaing special court-martial jurisdiction in nuthorl.ed
to order the discharge. This is usually the brigadee commander in
a BCT or AIT activity. If the soldier dons rebut the proposed dischi:rge,
then the conutiatder excrceiing general court-ma rtil jurtidictio(I
is authorimd to order the dlscharge. This in usually the post-
coinniander In a 13CT or AIT training comnmand. if the recomritndatlon
is not approved, the trintofc is to continue his training. If the
discharging authority docs approve the discharge, the papers are
forwarded to the appropriate personnel soparation activity to beginl
the traminool outprocossing. It is spoclfied in the Program dirvctJive
that the "discharge should be accomplished within 4 working dcays
following approval by the discharge authority" (Departtment of the
Army, 1973, p. 9) and the discharge process is to be compLeted prior
to the onlistoola 180th day of active duty to preclude a ccrual of
voteran's bonefits.
ti sTho Program directive is somewhat vague about whver' the
Straicos are to be quartered anrd what duties they are. to perfo rm after
they have have undergone the second evalluation at the vompmitiy lvel
and b"fore thoy are officially dischargetd from tihe servic•,. On the
question of trainee dispositioun during the discharge proce ss, the
TRADOC directive only states that the individual will be "directed to
an appropriate separation activity " t1icLt ,.V. 7). Also it is not clear
how long the teraillees should rnmain in their training unit and continue
normal training activities once they receive a second negativo evalu-
ation at the company levol.

1, The Need •o r proiz r Evoluation

Although thu TRADOC Circular 635-1 called for the develop-
ment of an information system with which the Program could be
monitored, it did not ostablish a procedure for evaluating the Program.
In nwid-1964, a special adviso y panel initiated a brief evaluation

t-3nWSN~l~flJ~fl in M ~ 0'



of the Program based on interviews of training cadre at Fort@
Jackson and Ord. Based on its findings, the punel recommended
that research be undertaken to determine why recruits wore being
dimzharged under the Program (OASD, 1974) ; io., what are the
criteria being used by training cadre to select trainees for dil-
charge, This raconinondation was followed by Secretary of the
Army's request in early 1975 for information on what types of
persons were being discharged undur the TDP in terms of their
social and psychological characteristics. The exploratory research
reported here was undertaken in response to these recognired needs.
1t, therefore, has two major objectivesi

0 to develop a social psychological profile of the
TDP dischargeeo, and

0 to evalu.%te and describe the TDP in terms of its
i-itended objectives, scope, procedures, and outcomes,
and in terms of how those Program features have
evolved

In the next section, we shall describe the research procedureo
we used to obtain mur tentative answers to these questions. In the
third section, we will describe the results of our research. Finally,
we will discubs those results in light of their implications for Army
huma&- resources research, public policy making, and the possible
need for change to inake the Program more fair, efficient and eoffc-
tivo,

14
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2. DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

2.1 ReSbResjgq

The research reported here has several principal characteristics.
It in, first of all, exploratory, for it is limited in scope and is intended to
point the way for more extensive research efforts on the Trainee Discharge

Program. It is also descriptive in that we are attempting to provide a limited
but accurate view of the Program in terms of its evolving goals, procedures,

operating personnel, and outcomes. Furthermore, our research design is
also, in part, cross-sectLonal in that we are seeking to analyze and compare
at one point in time samples of three groups of personnel - the TDP dischargoes,
training cadre who evaluated the dischargees and selected them for svparation
tnder the TDP, and the dischargees' peers who were effective soldiers and
wore not likely to be selected for early discharge under the TDP. Finally, our
research is, in part, longltudinal for we are also attempt;ng to measure,
certain TDP discharge background characteristics over time,

There are five basic procedural stops in our research design, (1)
conduct interviews of persons involved in implementing the TDP in the
field to gain insights as what the Program's goals, processeb, and out-
romes are likely to be, (2) develop survey instruments to gather int'ormation
about the Program from a larger and more representative sample, (3)
administer the instruments in a survey of Army trainees and training cadre,
(4) develop psychometric measures from the data, and (5) analyze the data
using multivariate statistical techniques.

2. 2 Procedures

2. 2.1 Initial Field Interviews

In April and early May 1975, after reviewing all published in.
formation on the TDP, we conducted a series of approximately sixty
interviews of Army personnel at Forts Knox and Wood. Forts Knox and
WVoodwere selected as survey sites for both the initial and final surveys

because they are representative of Army posts having a substantial BCT/

AIT functinnand have trainees drawn from most regions of the United

L ~I - '"• • "' ""-
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States. These posts were also appropriate in that they were near our
offices and thereby represented a savings in travel costs.

The primary purposes of the initial interviews were to (1) gain
more information about the TDP and how it is implemented in Lhe field,
(2) generate information to develop an interview schedule for surveying
Army training cadre and trainees about the Program, and (3) establish
a workitg relationship with commanders and training personnel at theme
posts to facilitate our subsequent administration of a final survey, We
were specifically interested in knowing how we could most efficiently
obtain information about the Program in terms of what types of persons
are and are not discharged under the Program, how persons are
processed for discharge under the Program, yhI persons are discharged
under the Program, and what adjustment dischargees make when they
return to civilian life,

There were three groups of personnel included in the interviews.
The first group included high ranking officers involved in formulating,

I: implementing and monitoring the TDP. These interviews provided a
general overview of Army leaders' perceptions of the Program, and gave
us the opportunity to acquire governmental statistics on the Program
from personnel charged with monitoring it. These interviews also served
to help us establish working relations with the commands that would be
surveyed as part of our field research. The second category of inter-
viewees included Army personnel engaged in identifying, evaluating, and
separating trainees under the TDP. This group included company-level
training cadre (ranging from company commanders to assistant platoon
sergeants), JAG officers and staff personnel, chaplains, equal opportunity/
human relations officers and staff personnel, psychiatrists, psychologists,
social workers, and mental hygiene specialists. These were the persons
identified in our initial interviews as being most frequently involved in the
TDP discharge process. Our primary aim in interviewing this group was
to begin to gather information for developing a structured interview schedule
to be administered in a survey of Army personnel designed to determine the
selection criteria and processes being used to effect TDP discharges. The

< thixd group of interviewees included approximately ten BCT and ten AIT
trainees who had been recommended for discharge under the TDP. Our
primary purpose in interviewing the trainees was to determine to what
extent these persons were likely to be willing and able to respond to
specific questions concerning their Army axperiences after they were
discharged from the Army. Most importantly, after their discharge,

2-a,



w~e wanted to determine whether these prospactive discharguesi knew where
they wouldl ben stayfitg ond it they would be willinj and~ able to be interviewed
by telephone atz tllft time,

Theoe Ivs titltl iterviows weve conducted. III& variety otf aettllngn
vrkging frinnt lqniie offirlax t~o rifle raOA 13it' with very few excetitllsn,
thin Itnterviews eewto 13er1formelfd Iin prIVAte W111Ot oxLetsaivo titter rtptinoll
Or di~h-tratiOlI, 'ThO (MI-its t'vewmlated 4pI?~tt 1y 4!' minute. for tile
caetre intit i3t) nihktimse for tho* traineis. M~ach hitkrview"vewa WAsseutred thfkt
him iespotjiesm VWdt (1) t'enIA11A~y~tnu (2) be ttued to OVAluhto tile

ryan a. whokn, Aq o~nwiot tO heltiR Mied to (AVAW ttutv VOWr~ 0'ope 's etin
twiityk, nhtlr ( 1) he tiqd vmly :1 to ne sorihO group- Mnid nt 1Widua%1M ChA~rA nri1WCM. i tI'

Thel vokltm nti t the,~r Iklitiiilý opoti -oiidonc, vol~tively nn-tadv
tntiervio~tvi' proIviklokiu Winwth tile Wfrilmitill~ WO kwoedOV to (Itermiine

what tile k:iOtotlt Structure, andt. formal; of our subsoquokit survYti Ilk-
Atrutl~tllt* Alld met-hotd should be it we wove to, gathor, valid slid roliabloe
(lift)rika tllt oil01 tikkpkAttN rov~teinse, titd aeoo oen of tho TI)P. Anid
Muoi~ipon~trklantlY, It didl provido tin Ovitlotwo that tile tin) ogess had it
dorikilte Idepa of who t'o they vould lie Ooitaetod for ;% pout -dimeharg" tolt-

phoe ite ryttl.o , ktld It tio lvltaci, w tithoer dw, oy w d aegroeo to~ bo hnto viowvod.

tVAnxod oilti the 11:[ 1it~i noivod iw our review (it the. rtw documimi-Atniol
anld okit W'itttiol filtl 111hitO 1W IOWN We tV OlITN Ito~td COM M%.11-vey ins ~trulwt~1il

Initial v tltki Itri :)A U% -d iti t roll nilO f% itta t k) to t V011 It o tii ('t
by Ok vomptInrtio ye~aiptilpl tit trnfiitio Who hadl tiot~, And Wort, lot likely to
beol 1e Aootot ton kit i r llidi'r the T'Vý 1W And (4) n ~l't o cl hn
ilk Wil-v N etw le M+ 10 hIm t Admitigivitil Nlnt to TOP I d ipwhar~geop NAtti' they Anro

N ip tA edfinot tho Avniy.

thei nnipay - OveI -Ahiitig k-Ad o, stid a v np Ati pgokp of trAWPOeN
whlt wae pout-oici Nartilly etitipieitilig Ithir 1tiCV d/kin A 31. and wereo not
likpy' to be Mr Ay hanedm under the VTI-M.

I Th I reIming T d O, P MMOIAP~~ grV, AMItton- PL h ah(M+VP Pk it tvoy IiiNotrurvients
lknd PoNIoll"I distribtiutonu art, pro mentect in Appond ix C.



2. 3.1 The Diuchargoo San-plo

The disvliargoo sample consists of male BOT and ALT trainees
who were undergoing training at Fort:. Knox and WVoodl durhig the period (it
late May - early July of 1975. The clisohargeo sample was drawn from tho
entire population of soldiers being processed (or TDP discharges during
the random periods we visited the two posts, Some (if the b~asic social and
militaryr backg~round characteristics of tho digChArgoo samplo are
presented in Appendix D

ro teo t whothiee ouir atmpIo iner tot~v of the Army- aido
porulatioan of TDP discIhargeosa, we compn rod thaoo h itltcarcn
composition, AFQT, iAHd educational ahitevenioat levol. We~ (owid our
sample and the Army-wide poptilntionat to be nearly Identical Iii tomI ona f

AP'QT1 score anud quIto aminflar tat termvs of racial cornposition. Iii tot rna of'
c'ducationl achievement lovel, however, our sample vanked higher than the
1973 ond 1 974l Armiy -wide TD)) dincha rgeo popu~lottoti This diffe onoce tot
proba~bly ni finction of c ohot- bi(hi r e'lue thi n1 t roelita t rond town rd hig ho r
(Itucationai.l A chievlomoitt: anlinu Army recruits an ad TOP dac hA rgeov as OwNt
nAtionfil ecollnoy has wo rateated, tineivploytiwit rateo atnv hve aron sodl, ntid
Army recruiter. havo hbeen di Iructedi to) select illrlt hig h School graffUi oatl
Atnd fewer nion-gradtinte at (Soo U.18, S.Dvpartnirat of thv Army. 1975%.).

Our sitmple lire throe b~asic limitations. First, althotigh tho TD.)
applins to IIT, NflT, AIT/OJV traineou, nas well as DCT atid MT triiawum,
wo only samplod atoldiors fromt BCT and ALT unitst. This was &ion becauiso
BCT and AlT traiawon niako up -.prxmtl $0 to 90 porcevt (if till T1)1I
dischisrgoes and limited rosorvoat and cost.-benefit consideratiotis led
tie to restt riLet our sctmpl o to thIose Army t ralinous who are moot affocted by tOvo

Thin estimate is baateci oan avoralles provided to the authors via telephone
by the Deopartment oif the Army ont 24 Octobeor 1975.
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Socond, o -r samplo is stibJect to a soasonal bias. Durinq Juno and
July, thore is it i'lativo lncroase in tho numbers1! of traince . from ArnlyRosorva, Nationial Guryr'd, ROTC and tile Ulul, Military Academy Corps of
Cadetdo We 01coluded ROT~C an~d USMA cadets from outr ggrmplng frame buttile Nationtl Ouetrd and Army R~eserve traintees were included, Thtus,although the majority of our disohlirgees were RA enlistees (56.4%), outndischargeo samplo its probably moro representative of TflP dischargeas duvingthe &unimer monthit,

Finally, otir vamtplo is also not representative of tho Arnmy-wida TflI'dischargeo pripulation ill tarms~ of gendar, During tile first six nmolthm ofVY1975, moro th~n oo"o-sixth of tho TDP discitargoos Army-wide worofemale jItd,H-owovor, nut, samplo to cmprisedi antirely of i-nol *a.
li urniaIary, ou t-pais apaou roprosoatative of t~ileArn-y-wvide TD13 dischtargov pip%%lation inl terms of molital ability, racial compouition,

ant dctna clvklnb~ it in tnot ropresontativoa In tornms of goidortype Of trAilll ing40 ill, or ste frcutot

3.2The Train~ing Ca oS al

ill our diachargoo Sample. Some~ o' tho basic military backgrouniti ehl~a rct.o r

our inquiry oil tile c-umtpany -loyal trainfing cadre involvedt in the TrmV dive harp.practsm.' This \\,a dhine boea~tau our initial field intarviews rovoalod Olat:
thosa were tho persona who played key roles in in %Lvniotting the 'rraiinoutDischlt rgo Program.i Tlwrki irt, of' vturwo, other Arniy persomtiol plovting
importamt rolos W tile TDPi dimeha rgo eivaluation prooossi, otipotia14vbattalion c %uiineri in Ar ty po rsonuol1 kingaged inl psy'.ohotIrnipout ic

Wo were abla to intitorlow onily ono female TO-P (linkha rgov, but wevtcouild
liot locate h101 Lk) ilitrviow hlovi aftc r aho loft. thle morvivo. Thoroforo,
sho NOd to bo exclutdud from the samplo,



But our initial interviews revealed that these persons play secondary role&
in the TDP discharge process as comnpared with company-level training
codre. Therafore, given the exploratury nature of this inquiry and the
limited tinie and rosources available, our cadre sample was restricted
to company-level training cadre who were most Involved in Identifying,
evaluating and recomimending members of our dischargee sample for
soparatiun under the TDP.

.30,'3 The Control Oroup Stample

The control group (non-discliargea) sample consists of 63 1CT
and AIT trainees who wore randomly selected Crom- aonag the dlschargee.'
training cohorts whose performance indicated that it was unlikely t01t they
would be discharged under the TDP.

This is more of a cornpirative sample to be used to highlight the
differences between tho TDP dischargeo and the non-dischargoo, rather
than a true control group. However, for p~trpoaas of o•xposition we roetr
to than- as the "non-dischargoe" or "control" sample of this report. Tile
basic social and military background characteristics of this sample are
also listed In Appendix D.

2.4 The Final Survoy Process

We initiated the final survey process b y contacting prospoctive
TDP diechargeos at Fo'rts Knox and Wood after their discharges had boon

pipprovod by the approprintc coninainder but prior to their actual separation
from soervice. Most of the diachargoes were interviewed at the posts'
1'transicr point"' aftor their sepiration psaprs had been processed and
after they hmd rocoivod their orders and disclharge certificates Tiho
priaetrry purpos, of this iiittial contact wW4 to doLarniine if thi dis-
chargoo would bo willing to participito lin a post-discharge tolophiino
interview anti, it so, w\hore hl or sho could be roachled. NinoLty-nineo parcent
of those contactod volunteerod to be interviewed. Of the four Lraiiloos
who rofuised, throe raportod thoy did so because they wiliod to mever all
ties withl tic Army.

Subsequent to those interviews, we recorded cortain background
information front the dischargeoo' parsontiol records and mAdo An appoint-
sont to interview cadre who were reported by the discharoeos to have
boon most invvolvd in couwiscling and ovaluilting them for discharge,

A~-6
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This was usually either their company commander or one of their drill
serseants.

The second discharges interview wao conducted by telephone from -
one to thirteen full weeks after the trainee'a discharge, The interviews were
adminimttered, on the average, 6 2 wookes after discharge with sevoft wooks
boinaj ilhi modal mo.iunt of tir1 io ol.pood. The telephone interviews lastod
Z9 to 30 minutes, Failures to reach the dischargeos were lessened by
calling during evenings and weekends, asking porsons at the dischargee's
residence to have the dischargee call back collect, and/or making several
calls back. The diicshargeces were again assured that their responses
would remain anonymous and would in no way affect their status with the
Federal government or wubsequent employers. They were also awarded
ten dollars oach for partici1lati ri in the survey.

Our eflorls to gain the dischargees, trust and coolieratio1l Wove
rewarded with an excollent response rate, Of thei 290 dischavrg•e who,
prior to discharge, were contacted and who volunt:ered In participAto in, a
post-discharge telephone Interview, we wero able to reach t1. porte•e •. by
telephone or letter, Of theme, 98. 4 pere uot Agrood to coopernto niul wro
Interviewed.

The survey of the "control" 'group of non-ti, hargecH wan lt,,t'orflLd ,
using a Aelf-admnillitnrnd questionnaire adapted from the discharge intorviow
schedule (See Appendlx C), The questionnairva were administered by outll
field research stuff In classroom settings free of distractions, rhe i.-
structions given to each respondent were read Lrom the first page of 111o
questionnaire. The questionnaire took approximately 30 miiito4 to ComplehIL,
and was adminis trod to a total smople fl' 63 soldie1ri. All of the trainol,8
coMpletOd t0hrir qu0,Htion1airL, Ws ni 1one of thi conxpt oteci qto SI:ionno1Irt' , ha I
to be eliminated boc ouse of responso •bias,

2. 5 Scale andi Intix Construction Provedures

In order to tost and ,nhanc, tliho reliability and validity of our re1mpons1•
data, several psychometric scalos and sociologicnl indires wore col truttoil.
In creating a scale or index from t n item ptool, the first step was to eliminnte

any came lacking remponses to more thUan one-thi, id of all itemL- Ntxt a cov.I-
relation matrix was gonerated for all theo items, If visual intmpection of thi,
matrix revealed that an item vorrelatod poorly with the rest of the itom pool,
the item was omitted. Reliability coefficients (alpha) were then computuer
separately for both the control and experimentAl groups . Co•ffi'ient alpha
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- aprebantm the axpected corro1lation of the tout scalo with another' scale of
the same length purporting to mieaeure the miname conetruct (Nunt•ially, 1967
p. 1 9?)%, Rellability coefficients as low as , 50 Are deemed uattisactory
for exploratory reserch ouch as that reported here (b4. 226).
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*~ ~ ~ ~~~~'l rhot-ti#lts M mi i'n xIfquiry 41r*v doseri' l1hd hor, r in t h ret imli t ioctimix.'

Fisw will prolsent a suibal yinilprofill2 I) tho charactLoruiaiti
of ini~dvidicinle who raeiv,, TDP dishrgo W \V will also cnipre 00o
TDP ~tui Rt'.Igools ctiaractetrintie' with thoso of their tr'alibigj 4dliorts whit
ares liktly to comopuly~ iloto their firvit 180 da~ys of Ns1rvicti, $ockd
Nvu will p'estint wivit msut *uivoys hAvx rovonakd vtt~crnigdicth way hOw
TDP is beling impleiitttit kiti tho fiold, \Ve will pimrt~iiodarly foe'us mi tho,
guals of the TDP, tho iroommo vul provotitiroii usotl to oCMftit theso gols,
111d todie eroo to which those Iaist~titit-mal choAelotriatlio diffr from~i t hmos
proiieribod Ini the Progam'ats dinieULvtia T~hird, wo) will dote~ tlIh t~ho trtAlki
Ing cia.'e'. opinimis about whyM cimigs shoiild be miado to I iprovo Othe

Ourv purp-1140 1,1 tilts pSblobe~t io I* to provido n1 proi'o~l of~ tho TO'iP di. -
ohaivroo* ill t~ormit of t hoir, havl~mkmr'ud. 4% 1 tA( ima I md h~mviorx chaal ic t o ti ica

Wo will emptleialUy fiiikuw onl ttoao (Am lNACIO vlt i'iul~l thAt. diffrootiem disvilarptiet
fromi Armty tr~mtii IO wh'. aro likoly ito i iphlot ihuir first 180 ýIltys (If al
dtity. The daita r'Ioport IXI hor avo 41t~a I'~I W fr~.iml it% heTVl IR., ~vje ii ~
dli uvi~lar 1's4' N I'j'1'a '15.'i kii toibo(til~ 01 ,0
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Table 3-1 Edukitional AghteveMeont Loy al y B o, ouR
--- 

.. 
-:• 

•I O 
• I•V 

m~ •. .
.. 

R.. iechargzeo Ljoa- DigghargggJLovgl at Ashiovemott1cauo icano
Oradco school or lovS 6,3% 0

Some high schnol 47,1 1960

Complotod high scho ol 35.3 5711

Atto doda collogo .IL , 2318

N 238 63
X Z25.0, v .001

Tablo 3- 2 SohooI goladioag- By Oro% L)

S c h •)o 1 Ro l~t io na S ~c au S : _ao r D i sc h a rg e © N o n -• - g h fA r g

Low 60. 9% 34, 9'1'

9.1 . ,65.1

N 238 63
phi - .2 0
t. (300) .4. a, 1 < .031 (bamod on wetut il corov)

1For a description of the School Relations Scale, see Appendix 13.
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Table 3.3 School Enrollment Prior To En•lstment By Grout,

Pre-Enlistrnent Enrollment Grog
Status Dischargee. Non-Dischargee

Enrolled In School 25. 7A0 49.07o

N21t irolld in School I4.3 .. S,
N •'237 60

S'Phi, 17, 0,O1

3. 1.3 Occupational Experience

The two groups also differed bignificantly in terms of•their pre-
enlistment occupational experiences. As compared with the non-dischargee
group. the TOP dischargees were (1) less likely to have been holdLng a&job
when they decided to enlist (Table 3. 4), (2) les likely to have held a
supervisory pqition if they did work (Table 3. 5), (3)nmore likely to be
dissatisfied with the jobs they held (Table 3-6), and (4) more likely
to have .experenced poorer-interpersonal relations in the workenviwronment( Table 3- 7 ). .•

Table 3.4 Pre-Enlistmgnt Employment Status By Group

Pro-Enlistment Employment ,______
Status ... ischaree .Non-Dischargee

Employed Beforo Enlistment 48.7% 51. 3%

Unemployed BQ.orq Enlistmront 68.9 3016.

N 238 63

Phi .17, J .01

Table 3-5 Erg.Enlistment Su~ervisorv Work .. esponhibilitiles y Grout

Supervisory Work Experience Diacha,.ee .... o .Dischargee

YES 39.1% 50.0 %

N 116 44

Phi .30, 2  .001

3.3
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Table 3-6 Pro-Enjlistment Job Satisfactlion By Group

Level Of Pro-Enlistment
Job 5,tie faction Dischargee Non-Diachareoe

Satisfied With Job 67. 5% 53. 5%

Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied 9.4 37,2

Dixsati'sfied With Job 23.1 9.3

N 117 43

X• =,18,5 11 .R 001

Table 3-7 QgalitX Of Job Relationg By Orou
1t

Job Relations Sale Soea Discharge. Non-Dischargee

Low 63.9% 29.0%

N 227 62
Phi u.29, 24 .001
1K•uskal-Wallis Tosti 1.1 - 22.07, , .001

1 For a doscription of the Job Relations Scale, sea Appendix B.

3. 1.4 Decision To Enlist

The dischargoe and non-diachargeo groups did not differ significantly
in terms of the resources their members used to reach a decision to enlist in
the Army. Over 60 percent of each group reported that they decided to join the
Army on their own. However, they tended to enlist for different reasons
(Table 3-8). The discharges. were more likely to have joined the Army to
"obtain a steady Job" or "Set away from financial problems", whereas the non-
discharge.a were much more likely to have joined the Army in order to receive
special training or in order to become eligible for veteran's benefits. In short,
tho discharges# tend to have responded more to the negative "pushes" of
civilian life, whereas the non.dischirgees apparently were reacting more to the
positive "pull&" offered by the Army.

3-4
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Table 3-8 Primary Reason For nlistint By Group

Primary Reason For Enlisting DischArgese Non-Dischargee

Obtain Steady Job 24,1% 7. 7 7

Recelve Special Training 22, 0 46. 2

Become E1igible For Veteran's Benefits 2.1 7,7

Travel Tu New Places 7,8 7.7

Get Away From Family Problems 5, 0 7, 7

Qet Away From Financial Problems 21.3 2,6

Find Out What To Do With Life 510 7.7'
0

N 141 39

The two groups also differed significantly in terms of the typos of
persons who influenced their decision to enlist (Table 3- 9). The non-dlschtrgeos
were more likely to have been influenced by their fathers or spnusos(Tablo 3-9),

Table 3- 9 Person Who Most Influenced Enlistmant Decision By Qrou!,n

Person Who Most
Influenced Decision Disch~rzee Non-Disc.hargoo

Father 112% .30.0%

Mother 6.0 5.0

Wife 4.5 20.0

Friend 23,9 2.5

Recruiter 38.8 30,0

Other Relative1  9. 0 2. 5

Othor Persons . 6.j 7 10.0

N 134 40

1
Includes uncle (4), cousin (2), father-in-law (2), brother (3), nephew (1),
brother-in-law (1).

2 lncludes Army officer, fiane6es' mother, omployer, probation officer, and
teacher.
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The dischargees, on the other hand, were more likely to have beeninfluenced by either a personal friend, an Army recruiter, or some other person

not in their immediate family. These differences were significant even when
limiting the sample to those enlistees who have grown up with their fathers at
home (Tables 3.1O and'3-11) and those who were married prior to enlistment.

Table 3-10 Father's Influence .( Decieion To t nlisty r

P erson M ost -In fluen cin g D ecision -D isch kit' oee N onr-D isc h ar ggee

Father 10,71 31.410
Other 89. 3 68.6

N 121 35

X 8. 86, .01

*Respondents include only those who grew up with their father in the home.

Table 3-11 Wife's Influence On DTcision To Enlist By Group,*

Person Most Influencing Deciton Discharizo, Non-Discharges
W ife 21. 40/ 8o0 0%

Other 7...... 6

N 28 10

x z10, 77, P 0)

"*Respondents include on'y Iý mse whu were married prior to enlistri•wnt.

3. 1. 5 Parental Reactitr 'T'' E-nlistment

As noted above, the reopondeiits' fa •I vr wore the most influential
family member affecting the de-iadon to enlist. In examining the direction of
this influence, we found that th' `hert k I non-dischargees ,•,,re sig,'ficantly
more likely to have been supportive of their son's decision to enlih than were
the fathers of TDP dischargeoo (Table 3- 12). A similar patterr emerges when
studying the reactions of the respondents' mothers, the second moat influential
family member affecting the decision to enlist. In general, the mothers of non-
dischargoes were more supportive than the mothers of dischargeesr. However,
the difference falls short of statistical significance (Table 3-1 3).
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Table 3-12 Fath, I"s Reaction To Enlistment By Group

Father's Reaction ,flichtree Non-Dischirgee

For The Idea 73.9% 93.3%

Against The Idea 26.1 6.7

N 46 30
X2 a 4. 5, p.< .05

Table 3.13 Mother's, Reaction To Enlistment By Oroup

Mother's Reaction Dischroo . Non-Dischargace

For The Idea 75.7% 80. 0%

AM.tta The Idea . 24,3 .20.0

N 37 25

X2 a .14, R 05 •

3.1.6 Trainee Expectations About And Reactions To Army Life

We found no evidence of any significan. differences between the TDP
dischargous and non-dLchIargees in tormt of their r•called expectations about
Army life or their self-roported reactions to the stross of Army training. This
warn evidenced by the lack of any significant differences between thu two gtmoip'
&core& on the expectations of Army life adxl Training Anxicty ecales. 1

3.1 .7 Pro-Enlistmont Delinquency

The two groups also displayed no significant differences in terms of
their levels of pro-onlistment juvunile dolinquopcy as evidenced by tLeir Pro-
Znlistmont Juvenile Delinquency Index scores. They also reported the Uarnr
levels of drug and alcohol use with one exception; the non-disch%rgoes were
more likely to have used mariju.Ana prior to enlistment (Table 3-14).

1For a description of these, scale&, see Appendix B.
2 For a description of this index, see Appondlx B.
3 For a doscrip.ion of the index used to mea&sure the frequency of

pro-enlistment drug use, see AppexdLx B.
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Table 3-14 Pro-gnistnitent Majlaihnu Ule 13-y RrouP

ý 'reggencX Of M&izlutna Use Dimchargoe Non-Discharges

Low 47,1% 33.3%

Miah "2.9 67.7

N 238 63

S Phi. * 11, 1 " .0511
Kruskal.Walli . I-I 4.22 g .05

3.1.8 Pro-Enliutmont Knowledge of TDP

Another variable an which the two groups differed signiflcantly was
their member's awarenems of the Trainee Discharge Program prior to entering
the service. The diuchargeos were loss likely to havo knowledge of the Program
and how it could affect thean prior to enlistment (Table 3-15)*

Table 3.15 Pro-Enlistrmiont K•cwledgle of TDP By Grouo

Pre-Enlistment Group
Knowledge Of TDF Dischargzoo Non-Discharage

*"6.3% 21.1%

No93,7 78.9
N 207 57

Phi =.21, P < .031

A possible explanation for this Is that the c|isrharsoes, having fewer
alternatives in civilian life, were Iona particular abtut and lose inclined to
oxplore their options in military life.

3.1.9 Sense Of•ersonal Competence

The two groups differed dramatically in terms of their members' levels
of perceived personal competence. The dischar ecum tended to score much lower
on the Personal Competence scale (Table 3-.16).

IFora description of this scale, sea App-nd3x B.'
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IMut the TDP1 dtiecharioo its _uojatiai11y thte. me as niost soldie'rs who
111Cessfll e~ompleLa their first 180 A%%ya of .qorvice in terms oft

s the typr hoviuo of home ~otvirotimovt Cloy growv up in
* their Iranital utte.us Ald quality of marital relations
* the extent to which they workedl at vatlourn typos tit jobs prior to

0 ctheOL nt to whimh Othy had financial probleims print, to ontering
the Ser~vice

* thto extotit to wh~ich they were offered gmkrant od training and/or
chiaof dutiy station by the re%!ruiter

s th.i extent to Which they Were promised priour to their otilistimolit t:hat
a civiliani job would be waiting for thenm whtmi they Were discharged
trom teserviced~i n rgue(iI h x

0 their loveiam of prin. tilt mtinet tialol ldrig% (Wt hO
coptioa of 1tn~imiurita)

v their loval of pile -otilit simtit tlelinqutiovy, and
0 thoir semt~o of porson- tmxioty ranxilting tron- the Army uiainhig

3. 2. 1PormObjoetivasad cp

We (Ound R nerdd Rgi11ont01i g 1:1e 100%1 Vc Mindi'll and
ti'AIinlig Vadre (31 0101.1 CCIcinitiou of' t~he prlimary- olbjectivom of the Trainee
A'Aschargo Program, 11.im is i not mirprimiln1 (kil Withttot oxc'.01tion thoy
reportied that tho TOP~I N goal(t of providing tovat oommaldoro a 111ans (if
rapidly idotifyixig AMI V1[4CAl VharigW to rcili cph' .ab sWall Vo ry 11mch to
their llitng. Ili fiLt:, koI of. the Prli Iilml L Coiovilm II¶o lovitl commianders

* and traifninlg CA(Iro ol tOXNPMM'd tol mir tilt ervit'oPw \\'A tesho pommibiL~lity that: the
11)1 Ilight bet disc tinneod wh(1ti Iho v\1lu M A ot state of th mho tlolla Oiri y

improVk)Vl, thloeroty mtlding the roeerot I mnet Anld Noovieciot of molttibrm 11%rV

* ~~Thor WO~a.n 01s0oO idral eom moliaiiiy Ammtg thm local
UL11111alldorm AvidtI.vAikinig t- %d1! on whAtl vnt oria shouild bei appLiod to keloet.
t raittoom for a 11405-P" discarge. As tiot ot above, I ho TD1W was not
intmitiod Lo be %%mud as a stibetittat, for ditch admivist~rativo proedxtres an
dUNiscArging people for "frmithilont onlistimimt, vticoalnmon of arrest record,
unifitneoss, or bei.,ause of physical or mental doefect Wa wartiting seplaration
t hrough medical channels'' (US * $ hpart~mnmu of the Army, 19)74, p6 7).
11n addlitionl, it Was niot. to he klmod "it% Jiluo tit isciplil~ifry- aLcioRn"' QO
Realhm, it Was hitolendd ito provide a inechlniM111 fo'r rapidtly moreening outt
trainees who lack the vapacity~to Wearn, the doeirt, to mooct. Arimy It~andarttm,
the ability to cfntrol their %wn actioni, or t:10hetolttilg oft a Positive attl-itde
toward the Army. Ini mtore thani two -thirdo of liv AM3 TIN' discharge came.
we InvestigatedI, then trailic.It had botn soparated from tho isorvico primarily
because Of the'il la ck of Aptitude, 11111ivation,~ll~~ep~~, and/or poor
*,ttitude toward the Army. ltowome th01 resuilt of our iliquiry revoal I hat
these, were hot always tIho privicpifl cee somq why %,ad re roe ommretited I riinees1
for a 11635-111 dischargo ilabloit 311, and A -i8). Thego (1indings are dooscribed

ingetrAti.beow.g
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Our training cadre survey revealed that almost two-thirds of
the Z38 trainees in our TDV dischargee sample (64. 5 percent) were
recommended for early separation because they could not psychologically
adjust to military life. Overt behavioral criteria the cadre used to judge
a trainee's lack tit adjustment to the Array wtre the trainee's continuing
unwillingness to accept instruction, comnplaints of being nervous and
spending sleepless nightso frequent oll.Abursts and sobbing, a reluctance
to perservere and strive to complete difficult training tasks, and verbal
threats to go AWOL it not diucha~rgeci. However, the reason most common-
ly given for dicharging traineas was the trainee's Lg2itL&pusa, i o
aww In fact, the trainee's exprmssed desire to be die-
charged from the Army was one of three principal reasons why cadre
recommended a TDP discharge in 44. 3 percent of the Z38 cases included
in our discharge. sample. In 19. 5 -percent of all caseso it was listed as
thia jt.nj reason the cadre recommnended the trainee for a "1635.4"

Although the criteria of "attitudle, "1 "motivAtion"l, and "self-discipline,,
are not clearly defined in the TDP clocumentation, and, as psychological
concepts, are somewhat vague and civerlapping in meaning. most of the criteria
used by the cadre to describe trainoe m'aladjustmnent to Army life approximate
these three constructs, Therefore, it seems safe to argue that 64. 5 percent of
the TOP discharge canes we investigated seemed to conform with the Program
goal of providing a rapid discharge for persons who are not sufficiently rnotlvated,
salf-disciplined, and/or holding a proper attitude toward Army life,

It is more difficult to evaluate the Program in trm~sof the extent to
which the training cadre ara maetlwa the program's goal by discharging trainees
bovAtime of low "aptitualo" or "capacity to learn" and physical "unfitness". On
the one hand the program clocurnentation specifies that trainees shall ta bea
dischargod thi-ough tho TD1 for having "physical or' mental defects". On the
othiur hand, the Prograrn diractivas stipulato that it is permissible to discharge
trainoes whose Apt itude prevents them froMI learning the knowledge and skills
requirad of a soldier,

DespIte the difficLulty training cadre have in interproting the differences
between thoso two .rppt~rantly conflicting statemanto, our survoy revealed that
many trainoes are apparontly r'.wommrentled for andi do receive TDI?1 dii.
chairgas for thaos reasons, Mental or physical cleficiencics were listed as being
ono of the three principal reasons for dischxrga in over one fifth of the 238
casen included in our diiechargoe samnple. Morcovor, mental and physical
deficiencies were listed as boing i ~ yroason for discharge in 23 percent
Ilf Vto cases we exAmneAnd.



The behavioral criteria uised by the training cadre to judge those deficiencies
were the trainees' failure to perform dsily physical training (PT) or pass PT tests,
their lack of physical* coordination, and/or their tinability to comiprehend simple
Instructions, and/or their failure to quality with their weapon.

From our observations and interviews with the trainees who were discharged
for these reasons, we would not contest the validity of the training cadres' assess-
menit of the trainee's aptitude, These evaluations were often supported by Army
psychiatrists and psychologists. However, It Is less clear as to whether or not
some of these traineus should have been discharged through medioAl channels. in nome
cases, soldiers suffered from physical birth defects that prevented themi from pop-
forming the required physical training. It the administratively easier TI)P did niot.
exist, thero io little doubt that these cases would have beeni processed for dlischArgeO
through medical channels, We obserbed that the training cadre had considerable
discc'etion tit determining which channels would be takcen In a particular case,

Wo are obviously getting into the quostion or whether thle goals of the TDl1 P nv
expanding beyond those established in the proprami documenotation, The anoswer to
question is cloarly yes. For instance, nine of the discharges iii out, sample wereo
recommended for 1101.5-11 discharges primarily because they Allegedly hand
committed military orfoenoes for which they may or miay not have been cha.rged And/or
convicted. Moreover, thtis was listed as being a seconidary or tortiary reasoons for
28 of the 238 TDP clischnrgeos included Ini our survey sanmjplo,

We also obsclrved seven cases it% which trainees were discharged In part becatise
of cdrebolief thnt: the tin laceo had been oithori frimcitihiti ly or or roinously ndmittIed

into the Army. Again, we reo not: qluestioning w\hethor thle tilainee wits properlyý
admitted Into thle Army; we simply wisth 4opitu hs ae becsenlt Othe
obviously conflict with the sta ted objectivos of tho TDP and reflect imotheri way Ill
which the objectives and sonpe of the TDIP have expanded as thle Ppagramil h111 beenl
applied in the field,

Finally, we fouind ii-iny i cliscargos that woere prima rily thlt result of tihe trailitev
having faivilly problems, Ini those camses tilt% tefinuo demon stratedc the propel'
motivation to succeed in tilt Arm-y, limi thle men01tal and physival ability to ho ;il
affectivo soldior, and di splayed ai pos itilve attitudo towarid thlt Army, btit lit, wn~s ox -
per ienc ing prmobl ems with him wifeo, fi anvvv e, air friend tor pa rent(PO that prvine %rn
him fromi cowht i oag hiis traina iiing * Frkilily hardoship problems w id tam if inc I at Ionst
problemis aro not listod In thlt TI'P dliroc ci ies as suitable Pentiuns for dshag
but we found familly problems to lie the primanry roapson eight of thet di scharigee s ill
our sample were reooniondod fur nnd received 'PDP dinchi~ ines, FaMily Problems
were cited ans econdct ry rvason~s In 11 c apon and tertiary reasolm illI 14 other calses,

1Weapons firing pa rformani'e was specifically deleted from the tIlost r~event
* ~version of the TRADOC Circular 6.AS-I (UJ,S, Department of the Army, 10'7-1)

as an appropriate eritoria for selecting trainees for a ri)1' dischargie, How.
ever, (allure to qualify with their Weapon continktes to he0 vieWedl And used b)y
many training cadre as a sufficient reason to rocomimund at trainee tori
"1635-1"1 discharge,

a "Military offenses"' asi we used thle t, 'm here, includes sublstance (%Ivlieol/
drug ) abwse, Suibstance abuse was gi oni as thle primory reasoni t'or' di sch~rge
in 2 cases andi the secondary or tort, ry reason in 3 other Casesn.

3~ 1



3. 2.2 Resources Used In the TDP

Tito TRADOC 635-1 Circular specified that the TDP was to be largely a

company -level function. We found this generally to be the case, Only in rare

instances did a battalion, brigade, or post commander intercede and reverse

a company commander's recommendation to discharge a soldier under the TDP,

In the majority of cames we observed, the discharge process was initiated by

either the platoon or assistant platoon sergeant of the potential dischargee, and

the coiiipany commander Initiated over ono-third of the discharges (Table 3- 19).'

Table 3.19 Individual Who First Suagested That Soldier Should be Discharged
A Z.. . ..the TD. .

I~4o'Position .. ... _ . . .. I . No.

I Platuon Sergeant 49.3 113

2, Company Commnander 34.1 78

3. Assistant Platoon Sergeant 7,4 17

4. Training Officer 3, 5 8

5. Others 5.5 13

T.tal 229

The positions of thu various Army personnel most often Ongaged in
tvwhuatikig alid Contui•ling thie TDP dischargues p~rior to their sopratiun provides
further evidence tha.t the l)rogram is largely a conmpany level function; 84. 2 per -
colnt, 88.7 puixvnt , atid 40, U percent (if thu 238 dischargoos woro counselled by[
their compay conx•iatndor, platoon , eguant, and/or assistant platoon sergeant,
respectively.2'. Only in rare instances were military personnel outside the
complny involvoed iI counseling and evaluating dischargoes to that degree (Table 3.20)

In our initial full survey, we interviewod many battalion, brigade, and
post conmmanders. Those individuals wore quito Itnowledpoable about the program
and consiste:tly reported that, lHki non-judicial punishient, the TDP was largely
adnminsterod at the company level. Our sube(quent intorviuws with their company-
luvel training cadre indicated that in most cases, the munior comnianders tried to
keep the TDP diachargoo id.itification, evaluation, and separation process in
tho hands of the company con-,mander and his cadre.

Sourco of data: Training Cadre Interviews

S-16



Tabe 320 ate (if Ivlaletin Crntisellina-Trainces Dunn ' Evaluxtitt Ftor

1, Tri~nees platoon sargeat 88.? l11
2. Traincee' comipaly colruandor 82*4 192

3.' Trainools assistant platoai sorgeant 40.8 97S14, Conmpany first sargacnt 16.4 39
5. Company executive officer' and tAining Officer 16, 0 38L6. Military personnel outside of Compiny1.6 4

N~T isgutrt~ 3 becausa reap indents wore amlo.Nd to lilt tho
p~orin.l moaut iiwolvcd in ounsoliiia the traineeo.

This lit not to say that other parsons did not play Important role@ in
ov~aluting the trainees for TDP discharges. The mental hyglanut citaplain, and
medical personnel at the military posts were frequently called in by Cwsnpany
commnandors for consultation about tho treatment of a p;otantial dischArgoI. The
civilian and ~niilitary wor1~ors at the trainee personnel records, fCinvoc, 411W
sepuration officeis ware also ubIiiod to effect the TDP discharge. , Oil thos .,% ri no
occasion~s when~ a dischtarged trainoe filed a rebuttal against his so it.%ratiom fr orn
the servic~e# lawyers from the Judae Advocote GonerA,'s offico bocamei involved,

Our initial field interviews and subsequent training cadre sur\vey ailso
revoalod that battalian and brigadiu con-uandera take anl Activo role It% ovaluating
soldiers In thair unitts for TOP dIvh.%hrgos. In niost u~iits, they evaluate veah
eave by ravlowing the avaliurition fortns forwarded to them. Occasionally ithey will
porsonally Intorviow and attempt to couinsel the trftinee.

Ii~ a Cow inutances, we ancouinte red battalion convmandvrs who attomptod
to inteorviewv most, if not till, of tho TDP1 clisch-i rg candidates it% their ai~onuium
In those onicse, the Com1piany-level trainfiig cadve rcp~irtod t hvy folL letiti rvsp inu~kii
for the TDP evaluation process anid less, tvusted by the coiiniandor involvod. 1The
cadve interviowers also reported, however, th.,t the froquenicy with which eithvr
battalion or conipany commanders personally intoorviewed or counselled TIM.P
discharge candiditoes tends to be Inversely related to the longth of Hime the
officers havu buomi ill commncini of thel r unita. J'hus, if tho practlL'o iW a problem
for lower -rankking cadre, it appoars to bo a self -correcthing Mne.

During the courme of our rotteonch, the qtest itin ar~ose an to whether the ratt'
abwhich training cadre recomimendled trninees for A TOP die ihargo is positively
correlated wiyth the cadrol age, exporience in A regula r TO & E vinit, or vnimbiat
experi ence. I Wo tested for these rehitionshlps while holding conotant the cadre's
present position in the compa~ny tit otrdor to control for tiptriouis rltohi.None
of the correlations proved significiint. thereby suggesting thevro io no Itignifican~t
gsmrational or historical biasies Atfecting their decision to initiaite a diseh11tA eg

"1'Combat e~).rvc' is a dichotom to variable derived fromi t he cadre'sa
responae to the question asking whet i~r he had ever com~e diroctly windur fire.



3.2 . 3 The Discharge Process

Tihe procedures used to evaluate the trainee for a TDP discharle did
not appear to overtly violate any of the requirements described in TDP Circular
635-l. Soldiers did, indeed, undergo two evaluations within the company before
discharge was Initiated. We found that. although the trainee was sometimes
transferred to a differont company for a second avaluation, more often he
received his second evaluation from a cadre of the same company. This person
was already familiar with his case and know the first evaluator, Therefore, in
reality, tho trainees in most cases are not given a truly independent second
evaluation, but rather one that is probably strongly influenced by the f irst
evaluation.

This does not imply the cadre are being dishonest in their evaluations or
that trainees are being discharged on An "assembly ti;n" basis so rapidly they
seldom receive a fair evaluation. Local cormmianders constantly stressed the
importance of the cadre counseling the potential dischargee, In fact, we found
that the dischargees in our sample were counselled on the average of more than
six times before they were discharged. An average of eleven days elapsed while
they were being evaluated for diaeha ego at the company level, •

We found that many company commanders were ewilling to discharge

virtually every soldier who wanted separation from the service, In these cases
the potontial dlschargee made his wishes known to his commnlander at an a erly
point in the training cycle, whe i-upon the commnander initiated the paperwork for
discharge, Invariably two cadre evaluations acCompa41ied the dischn1rae, However,
the ovaluations were more of a roesoonse to the initiative taken by the train1ee rather
than documents substantiating why tle training cadre felt the trainee should be
ditscharged, This Is Important hoanuse, as we noted earlier, our tiraining cadre
interviews revealed that one of tho three principal reasons 4. 3 percent of the 238
'rwP discharge cases we analyr-ed attributed dibcharge to the traintee's expressed
desire t g•et out of the Army.

The submission of a written ovnlunation recommending the trainee for
discharge was, once sgains, latrgely a rommppany -lvel rstpo iiboty (Table 3-21).

I (' ,,y-tvel e,,,aluation timo periods I-,11d fe, , I t1 0 45 lays.

2 Most company commanders wore roluctant to disk hargfe a soldier who was

doing well in training yet wanted a 635-1 discha rge, It Was apparent these
spIdiers would do poorly in order to secure a 635-1 discharge. At leastthree
dischargom we interviewed admitted this,

~'



Table 3421 ndlyid~als Subt-Altinst WritteiA lvaluati~in ol Traingoo For- TZIP

2.c~uino ~71 1,136,
3, Agetakant platoon beIrgeaint 314 5 7.5
.1. Con~~ trairntns nfficar 8OB 21

5, Ar~ psciars Is8olg

6, Coptn'yi fietccutly" o~i ter 6, 7 16

7 C ompnpuy rirs sorgoat 6, 3 is

a. - Army Motitta1 ý!UA spqciaust .. 4,2.. 1.

9. Batctikii `60nmador Z' S 6
1.Ar y uýoci&,Vwor)her- 1.7 .4

When iliefTrainee Discharge Pro~grami warn ostab1sH86, fie Ariiiy soulght.
to protect tho potteiatt~A1' diergeoos rights by allow~ing trailiii~s to 1-06lt" tihe
chargas leveled againtil: them. We found tha~t tx'a inos ankdoni roblt thuv
com~pany omadrosrcomiendmion for a TDP dischargo, There is mleidenc
that the iiicl4ence at*'ebuttale wae low because the traln~oe did not ux' lorstand whiat.
was being cbnna to thenm, Personal conversations with bus dtiudkarMkee revouatud
that, as a grup they utidexstoo-I wily they wore boling disch~arguki andf knuw dhey
had the opportuniity to (Ila a rebuttal. Skaii-iarly. nlost (if tho disvilargeeekilo
that thay hIM a right to havo counsel, as wqll as havo a, Physical oxmininat it'l prior,
to sopiration,

Onceu the dkochiArgo Is approved at compuny level, It is tho'h sent to
battalion atid brigade Ihadqulrtora to be ravletved. Of the 238 capob *V
rosoaxrched, ýt Wo%dA~i a% avoragu of -3. q worlihig clarm to rooulvv bmittal1i'.i ~itd

* brigado atpprtival.

We foutid that lokAl commAllcers lvev t% major problem qjuartering
alid putting tho ~435 1 s10kruue to prductiveo us e tween teiobiai
approval Is Stvgn at-d when~ tho traikiee~ is fiinallP 60PuAI'ted from the service.

Thi peiodoftn ecooodthe m~aximum four wor luig-day limit eocifidi Ill
the ThADOC 035-1 Circular. (Department of the* Army, I94 . ~~n (mot,

*for over a third of the* trainees we surveyed, it took all overngo of iloro thanl
night days to process their paporwork after they had retieivo( I brigade

* approval for the discharge.

1 Tito original TRADOC Circular 635-1 of September 19473, stipulated thirue
working days, However, this was c' nanded to read four working (lays in theo
14 November 1974 version. The latt ir circular is effectivo thirought October, 19.75.



At bast, rtny of them fail to train satisfactorily atter they learn of their
upcoming discharge. Frequently, they see thomsolvos as Imnmune from any
Lunitivo measuroe resulting from their resistance to authority in the
military environment. Often those dischargoes Nyore ropirtod by A'adre as
tryit t, malke thoir poor*V who aru still lI tratiaxinn viow the Army in the
sania negative light as they did. In short, simply separating the prospective
Sdisvhiraoe from training As apparently nn. onouggh because thy can stillI. Attempt to lower unit morale in the moess hell or barracks. Cn the other hand,
if the dischargees are separated from the rest of the company while awaiting
processint of their discharga papers, the sisllhiargoes must be closely and
continually supervised. This need for supervision places a strain on already
limitod cadre ravourcosepecially during the first weeks of the "Total Control"
phitso of SCT when company-lovol cadre spend 1S-18 hour days training new

recrults.

U sually the battalion, or btigade comn-aiandars issue directives to their
subordinates defining appropriate activities for soldiers who have already been
evaluated for discharge. As cAn be seen in Tables 3.22 and 3-44, there was

•I stibsbtAntiKl aSreement among cadre that the trainee shm,-uld be pulled from
iiornmal training and .usuignod special duties while awaiting discharge. However,
there was tar lole.consenlus on whore the dischargee should be quartered[ f ~(Ta'blesl I+V and 3-25. This divergenotce of ophniw%• is felt to be a direct result
of the lack of specific instructions on this subject found in the in the original

[+ TIRADOC 635.1 ctre%%lar,

(Table 3-22 andt h Th is diverhelc W of , oPi Ai31o2d 0elbe arXect •re•.t
Pabliol 34,11•on3d?.

!+i+ Deuty ...
Av.,,1gnod speciladutiea 93,7 .
( (orderly and supply room, niessinger, etc.)

Continued norrmal training with the'rost 5.0 11
of the company

Confined to barracks only with no 0.1 1
assigned duties

Other 0.9 3

Total 2i2

Žmail



Table 3-23 After Tho Trainee'1 DischArge Was Aoproved Bv The ,Arm. Whee
Was IeJ Qutrtered?

Location N.

1. With other 635-I'. in aspecial company area 57.8 129

2. Not moved; remained in platoon barracks 39.9 89

3. Secluded by himself 0.9 2

4. Others 1 .3 3

Totai 223

Table 3-44 Since The TrAinee's Dischars, W&s Approved At -The.gComu&ny Level
(But Before It Was Approved At HiWher Levels), What Duties Was iIe

AssignedV?

Dutx *N
Continued nonmal training with -the rest 580? . 135
of the company

Assigned' special duties (orderly and 39. 6 .91.
supply room, mossonger, etc,)

Confined to barracks with no special dutie's 0. 4' 1

Other diaposition 1.3 3

Total 23.0

Table 3-25 Since Th.o Trainoo's Discharge Was A.2roved At Company Level
(Bwu floforo It Was AAT)irovad At HRigher Level), W.here Was He
Qu~rdr'od?

Location 90 N
1 Not moved-, romained In platoon in barracks 63. 0 145

2. With Other 635-1's in special company area .36.1 83

3. Saclucled bY himself 0.9 2

"Total 230

3-.1
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Finally, there was little evidence that conpany-level cadre were
pressured by their superior& to either increase or reduce the number of
persons to be dLschargod from their units under the TDP, In only 5. ? percent
of the dLschargao cases did a member of the training cadre indicate that he weIv
acting under pressure from his superior to discharge or retain an individual.

A higher number of cadre (14.12 percent) felt pressure from persons
k.ajl2 them in the chain of command to disch,%rge or retain a trainee. In over
90peicant of theme cases, company commanders said they felt undue pressure
from either a platoon or assistant platoon sergeant to discharge a particular
trainee.

When asked if they felt pressure from any written rule or regulation
issued by the Army to discharge or retain an individual, 7.4 percent of the cadre
answered afflirmatively.

There was no evidence, either forarAl or informal, that a "quota
system" to control the rate of TDP discharges existed. Some company cormanders
reported they Imposed their own quota if they felt the number of dischargees in
their unit was significantly higlir than the other companies in the battalion.

3. 3 Training Cadre Re•mdr•ondations For Channee To ,Z ,rove The TI)?

During our initial field interviews we identified several aspects of

the TDP that local conumandor•s andl training cadre tended to arguo require
change. These areas rulatod to the amount of documentation required to
process the discharge, the Cormat'and content of evaluation forms the cadre
and dilchargool nre expectod to completo, and the amount of time that is
taken to pro.eso the dischargo. In the subsequent training cadre survoyl we
insked if the cadre had any roconmondations for chango in these or any other
aspoct of the TDP.i

We found that th• cadre were, without exception, Cenerally very
positive and enthusiastic about the TDP. llowovor,almost throu-quarters
of them (72.4 percent) rocom•m-ended tit leans some type of change to improve
the Program (Table 3.26).2

On the amount of dlocumeontation (paperwork) required to discharge
a trainee under tho TDP, ýhu overwhelming majority (85. 5 percent) felt
that the current amount of written documeotation required to process a
635-1 discharge was adequate; 10.9 percent felt the amount of paperwork should
be reduced; and 3. 6 percont were in favor of hlving more written documentation

* than is currently required.

"t Healf of these cases involved pressure from the battalion coannander.
2In the previous sections of this report, only tlo 83 cadre who were interviewed
about the 238 individuals in our dias'hargaee sample were used. The responses
lrui• all 110 cadre interviewacl in t1 i courso of our inquiry wore used in this
section.

I'j



Table 3 -26 Opog-Snded Rsomnggiee OL Cjkdre Ch How To Im*pZrove

Au rae with flogtomntM

1., The . of written
documentattion in thie
ev&alu.tion form it

A, tOO muflch 12 10.9

b, no1t onough 4 3, 6

2. Tho •ponl.t of tho avaluxtion
from noodst,

as tw1ro data led and/or 17 is 's
,Xpa formdtion

b3' to .iit and/or shorten 7 6.4
certain suction si

3. Regarding• thu, timingl of tho•

dischargo ttsot

a. ,Tho paporwork talkoe 42 38.2
too long AterOi tho
disadvrgo has boon tn
approvedt thr1ovgh tile
01... 0ha1 of ,Commnand

b e Tito am.ount of tinte It 32 29.1
takas to pr'ocuem tile
disch,%rga abow. thile
conmpany level is too

long

o. Thw amotuit of time it takes 32 29.1 1
to procesm the dthicuhargo
at thl cornp•,aty levyl lit

(1) too long zz 20.0
(2) too short 5 4,5

|_ .



Tablu 3-26 Ogg.1-jadR Asjes OC Ca-dre 2n NJow 10~ aM;ve

Tr&inue iah&Uia Pr&IrAM (N a 119) (Co~~tinued)

A~rge with 8$tjtMent
z X tsatuclu re 19110 Ilon', Number eRAC Ant

What other.changoo would you
lilts~ to sea mrade In the T1DP?
(Only those ideas suggoisted by at
least five parcaorm of the sample are
noted)

l.,A Need bettor recruiting and 23 2.
screening of
recruit$ at all lovels to
"weod out" mrnarinal

ZsSgegt is.ge from 10 941
other trained,0 after they
k~now they are being
discharged

3. Need closer montitoring to 6 5
curb abusas in TDP

4. Should Sive 639-1 discharges 5 C.S
loss than im ho~oz'abla dis.
charge and/or use disciplinaryi
moasures In lieu of TUP

1.24
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Whon asked if they could~ suggest any changes to improva the

format of the evaluation report forma, once:uagain notc (we1vercet of
the cadre felt that the current format wasrdqae-nHwvr h
remainder of the cadre (21. 9 percent) wanted to ioe some change, and
formation on the reason for dischi~rge wasn needsdC

Saveral cadre pointed out that the current evaluation forms
emphasize the use of chuck lists of trainee deficiencies. This fornat
encouraged cadre to often check off moot it not all of the deficiencies cited,ii thereby making the value of the form~ as a monitoring tool pracitically useless.
On the other'hnd certain criteria. that are cited wore purpo~sely anid
admittedly avoided because the cadre feared they nmight have to substantiato
their claims with direct evidence. The item asking the cadre whether th
tra~inee had used or possessed drugs is an ex~imple of this. Finally, many
cadre adm-itted that they did not lcnow how to define or evaluate certain
criteria such &am "attitudle", "aptitude", and "~quitter", There wore similar
problems cited for the trainee forms* For examplep someo trainees rptii
did not utido~ratand the meaning of the words "rebuttal", orl~ounmoll",

Several cadre said that to avoid theme problems the cadre evailuations
forms should be chiuigad to require a narrative statontant explaining why tho
trainee should be given a TD-P discharge. There is 'little doubt thut the re-
viewing authorhitio 'would harve a bettor undaritandl~g ;if cach case AKnd its
nuances if thi~s ciatige was made. Tho current practice of cheocking off

numeorous single-word items in clearly forcing the cadre to distort reality
Lo fit the evaluaition format to much an extent that the results have fittle valluc
for persons trying to distinquish why certain soldiers are reconunotndod col.,
discharge. Those views woure not, howovoiý shared by 6.4 percent tif thel caflrv
we intorviewed who folt the evaluation Corn-s should be shortened. No two
persons in this group agroed on, exa1ctly what items should be changed ui'
omittodo but they all felt the required p-%perwork was too iecnu~Ig

Irhere wasn considerable intor-post variance in the typos and formats of
evaluation fornis used. lor oxtnoples of those forma, mee Appendix A,
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"While a substantial majority of the cadre saw no need for c•hange
il the "pparwork" required to process a TDP discharge, a great number of
thern were dissatisfied with the ainount of time it takes to discharge a
trainee under the TDP. Actually, there are three distinct phases in the
discharge process, The first phase involves an evaluation of the trainee at
the company levhl. The second phase entails the review of the company
recommendation by battalion and brigade commanders. Once theme reviews
are completed, a third p'lase begins that includes the proceuuing nf the
trainees for d fscharge. Over a ie-thrbl(38 .2 percent) of the cadre felt that
the dmount of time taken dhrine the thord phase should er reduced. hsmetiesthe discharged soldiers' demand for a sepa~ration physical exam is the cause for
tho delay. Marc often, however, the necessity to print a now set of orders and
procass the soldiar's records overburdlens the resources that are available to
handle tho paperwork required, The cadre desire to sea this time period re.
dkicod primarily becasue they have found that the soldier who knows he is re.

coiving a discharge under the TRADOC Circular 635-1 becomes impatient,
frustrated, and ot-oen y disclpline problem. Thio, in torn, has negative effects on
the morale of the other troops who are still in training,

In addition there weerque ugesnt complaints about the amount of
time thai it takes to prouldo the paperwork througv h ahu chain of nommaud.
For inter tinc 29.1 percent of the cadre foit th oe tht sincer te h ad been
procoessed at tal camosny level# it took toe much o ime to obtain the approval
of higher authnrities (o, g.,j battalion, brigade, and, on rare occasions, the post
commander). It wlas fraquanltly suggested thmt, to expedite the discharge, the
battalion commander should be tho Uin%1 approving authority where no rebuittals
or othar extonu~ltinl circuimstances exist, Thoy noted that since the brigade
commnuandor almost always agr'ees with the rocomrmendationo of hka subordinates,

his formal approval doom nit change the outcome of the discharge, but only
laagthonB the process by several clays.

Finally, one-fifth Df the respondonts (ZO. 0 -percent) Colt that the
evaluation period at the company level was too loag. Most of the cadre's
comments in this area dealt with the time "lost" in awaiting suppirting
documentation from mental hygioue personnel,1 By contrast, some cadre
(4. 5 percent) Colt that there was insufficien|t tinme taken at the company level to
vvalu,%te the trainee@ for a TDP discharge. This ps)sition was usually taken by
cadre who were sensitive to the problems of the "slow learner" in Army
training.' They felt these trainees could ,not dtaond thlemsolves against a hasty
evaluation. In a similar veln, others cautioned against quickly discharging
"1troublonmakors" widor the Program becausn they felt that soldiers initially
lacking self-dLiscipline could be transformed into good soldiers, These cadre
often recalled thaL they had gotton Into trouble in the ir first year Wli the Army, but
later "shapod up" and bocaie o ffectivo soldiers.



There it no ninir.,urn tite limit for evaluating a trainee for discharge; this
seems appropriate given the need for flexibility in the discharge procedure. 1

I However, it does seem apparent that there in a need for greater tolerance
on the -part of some cadre toward trainees who perform poorly in their first
weeka of training.

The cadre also had suggestions on how other aspects of the TDP cokild be
improved. 2 Theme commente were volunteered by the cadre and wei not nmado
in response to a leading queetion.

Over one-fifth of all the cadre interviewed felt that a large number
of discharges were the result of recruiters who were not adequately screening
volunteers or were giving the recruits misleading information about what to
expect in the Army. Concerning the detrimental effecte that persons who have
boon recomnmended for a TDP discharge can have on the morale of other
trainees, ten cadre (9,1 percent) felt that, to arneliorate this potential morale
problem, the dischargbom ehould be segregated from their peers after their
discharge has boon asroved by the command and prior to the time they are
separated from service, They felt that thile segregation should be as complete
am possible, including sepsrate barracks and mass halls.

A further suggestion given by B.4 percent of the respondents wam that
the entire program receive closer monitoring. This position was gonerally
taken in response to feelings that the TDP was being ovoruled by separating
too many Votu.ntially offocotive t~ainees.' Finally, 4. 5 perceot of the
respondents felt that the giving of Honorable Discharges to TDP dischargee.
was not appropriate and was far too lenient. They believed that, in sonie ease,.
soldiers should be punkLhod for offenses they had committed rather thaln boinM
honorably sep~r.atod from the service through tho TDP, Others Celt the T 1':P.
dimchargoos should not be given aw 11onorable Discharge because they should
not be pu?: on a pir with othor soldiors who successfully serve thoir ctire
termn- of enlistment.,

1 TRADOC Circular 6035.1 pcifios that two soprate evaluatione are needod
before a roconunondation for discharge can be initiated.

2 Only thoee suggestions that occured with a nmnimum romprmse rate of four
percent are dLcusseod in this soction.
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4. DISCUSSION

In this report, we have seen that individuals who are discharged under
the Trainee Discharge Program are unsuitable for military service and
warrant an early discharge. We have also seen that in over seventy-five
perceM• oa tthe cases we observed, the reason used by training cadre to initiate
and recommend soldiers for a TDP discharge conforms with the selection
criteria established for the Program, In the remaining cases, however,
the appropriateness of discharging the trainees under the TDP in less apparent.
We have &lgo seen that the average time required to effect TDP dischargea
is longer than what was intended and that the presence of the dischargees in
the training areas while they are awaiting the processing of their discharge
papers has a detrimental effect on the moral, and retention of those trainees
who are successfully completing their training.

In this last section, we will first roview the Trainee Discharge Program's
strengths and weakmosses, as they directly affect its principal outcomes, $. Of
the profileof othe TOP dischargoes. 01van these strengths and weaknesid,,
we will then suggest action steps that might be taken to make the Program
more efficient, equitable, and effective in accomplstehing its principal objectiv,

that is, the rapid identification and separation from service op those inc dividupa
who are unacceptablo for further Military service,

4. 1 F ranaths

The Program's principal strength in that it is providl,ng an effective
means of screening out unqualified or undesirable soldiers at a very early
stagE of their enlistment. This undoubtedly has enabled the Army to save con-
siderable funds and reduce its training costs.

Although there is no direct evidence, it seems highly probable that
the Program has also reduced delinquency and absenteeism (AWOL or
desertion) among Army BCT and AlT trainees. Army-wide AWOL rates have
declined significantly since 1973 and thoe TOP has undoubtedly contributed to
that reduction, although must of the variance can probably be attributed to
higher selection sLardards.

Another strength in the Program is found in its relative simplicity
from an administrative view point. As we have reported above, the TDP
discharge process is largely a company-level function that in usually executed

by the training cadre in an efficient manner with a minimum of support. The
simplicity of the Program is largely a function of the limited amount of paper-
work required of training cadre to report their evaluations of the prospective
discharges.
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Finally, tho TDP serves a subtle but none tile loss very Important
morala and job enrichment function. By raquiring that the* decision to identify,
evailua~te and recormiend tho TDP dlischarge be largely limited to comp-Iny-
level training personnel, tile 1Programn has sorveod to increase the responsibility
and authority of tile training company commnander and his subordinatec, By
placing the TDP discharge process under the direct operational control of tile
czTmpanymleval training:artl Army has told themx that they are viewed as
being competent and professional anough to decide thle ivilitary caresers of the

* trai~noos under their comniand, This practice cannot help but boost the morale
of those training car h ekan important role IthArytraining d
decision-making process. Also, by providing these cadre the opportunity to
perform an $Important and observable function in the Army# their feelings of
salf-esteem, and job satisfaction cannot help but be eythanced. Thus, by
instituting the TDR the Army has in-provad its orginiziational effectiveness
and improved the Army work environment.

4. 2 Program Woaloioessum

it, Thle Trainae Discharge Program, like any Army-wide program
wth such far-roaching consequencas, in not without its faults. in fact,

inherent in acme a f tho strengths we have discussed above are the base#
for sOilt (if its woanla.Fraapa hl opn-eo oto

subec pto abres andor nisuoby raiing scdir audr te who arano thotarelK
awara (if the far-roachitni vmnseqlooncoo TDP thschargols K~vo for tile
Artily. As we notod A rlilor, comialy-lovol cadre uime varying reasons

occasionally at variaiiev with the rVrogram directives, Malece, therd is
s~m~ in:~s&'twy n te wy te T~i'is mpimeaod betwooen posts,

brigaide s, battalions, conmpaiiiuo4 and platootut.

Tho inconsistent application of thle TDP butwoonuii ts is pirtially
thle result of aotho~.hr major wuakuem ~i s the Program- -tho clatrity and
comprellondiveellss of the c m1.tinupon% which the Pro~gram is based,
Th i t'raiiiing cadro we intorviewed Coutid m~any parts of tho TILADOC
Circular 6~35 -1 vixgue and unclear. F irst, thin principal aelectit~n
criterin, ''aptitude'lo, 'nllootivatioll', ni id I's olf-disciplineo 11, are s.ý broadly
dclind thoy provide little g~tidlklco to these Vadro ill i Judging whother it
trainue mc nifeast these ch-tractoristics .111d Lhorerforo deserves to be
dkscharged untlor ill, TDP. Also, the Projgrail documeikntation is criticisod
ill part for bui,%: sLIfl-cont radlictory. Fe r example, on the tite handl tile
trainee mity bo discharged widor tho TDP for oxhibiting a lact (if ''apsitudo"
or "capacity to learn"l, but not for "mokital detect.s wArranting separation
through medical clvmnols, 11 Tho distinctioni botwoon theseo two criteria
is tnct clear to manaty of thle cadre we interviewod. Similarly, the trainee
may be (JillChJ_%rped for '' iitas',ht not for "physival doifects" warranting
s epa ration throuigh medical echtwolt The ro is it woed for ciA rification onl
ti o.o P.-.ints. -



The Program documeatation is also criticised for not being specific
enough in describing where the prospective TDP dischargees are to be
quartered and wh.-t duties they are to be asuigned after their Moliarchgr
recommendation has boon approved a&kd they are waiting to recckvc their
discharge papers, As a result, each battalion and company is left to its
own devLces in deciding -thq. to qu,%rter these personp, •t.t dutios they
are to perform, and X11% shall supervise thent, As noted abovc, the v'adro
;eport that the presence of these prospoutive dischargeea in the traiiing
company at*ea nderiitties the rna'ale and cohesiveness of the "good"trainees who remoniLt leads to other soldiers asking ter early discitaresuLnder the ProgramL and overburdens an already fully occupied training
cadrei esp.eially dringle toe terly woeks in sCT whIlen drill isctgeante

must be closely supervising III the trainees.

4.3 Recommed•dtioms for Ch~nga

Based oit our Analysis of the survey dtta, our Intealviows with Avmypersonnel Abnvo theo company -level In tile ch~ainx of Coninmtd. Ald ou V owl%
observations 1"ade during at period of over two motnths at tile tr'aining mLttis, \wo
can identify savora]l alload it% which chAl%910 should be n-Aad to Improve tho fair-.

sen fficioe•€¥, &n~j effectiveness with• which tile TD13 is hivplomakitod ill tho
field.

4,3,1 Clarifying Thie Program's Objectives

Thare is, first of all, a need to clarify the goals Of the IiN'Aram by
stating the criteria for discharge or "indicators of quality" it% a nrvinier whihvlto more easily undersmtood and lots subject to nllsintorproetatioii by tho ¢otomptty'-

loval training cadre, fly the same token, the criteria to be used tO voluct
persons for a TDP discharge should be made more axplicit and more dict-
tinquishable fron-m those used to disciharge others. An noted oArlier, a taub-
stantial portioe (f trainees are sives TDV discharges as a result Of tMtOtM a"dp~hysical inop~titutdeo ft'audulant enliistr~nt, col"111littitlg dotil(tleutit R'.ts, wOt

simlply failing to qualify with thuir weapons whea they ahould i. be dit0r'loh}vrd
u,kdor the TDV3 for these roasonis.

We also found wide disagreement amliona the traiining cadre ts to
whether or not a soldier who is porformitig satistactorily but who state• lie
watits to 6, released fromt the Army should be givoa a dischargI utior the 'TDiP.
We believe the Army should take steps to resolve this ctntrovwroy. As it
stands low, substantial numbers of tihe TDP discharges are Initiatod Andt e'frected
simply beoause the trainee wants to g•et out o( the Army,

4,3 . 2 Improving the TDP Discharge Process

There are sever, L ways 0n which the Program discharge provess can
be changed to mAke a basically efficieatt and sound set of proieductes ey•n batters
For 1estantce, as noted earlier, ill most cases there is consideurblxi dolay be-
tweeon the day & recorntionetendt ft i' discharge is approved by tho final antlhrlty

4,,'
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(usually the brigade corrmander) and the (lay the soldier is separated from the
Army and leaves the post. This delay primarily occurs in the post trainee
porsonnol section offices. It was beyond the scope of tlis inquiry to investigate
why the processing of tho trainee takes as long as it does, but it seems apparent,
that the trainee personnel section offices are, quite simply, understaffed if
they are to process tho TDP dischargeo in lose time than they arc currently
taking. In any case, we believe that this phaio of the TDP discharge process
warrants immodiatO investigation because the delays incurred are costly, both
in terms of expenditures required to keep the prospective dischargees on i
active duty. and because of the serious morale and discipline 'problems
caused by the unmotivated--arnd in many cases embittered and delinquent.-
dischargees who must wait in the company ýraining area for long periods of
time while awaiting discharge.

This problem in related to two other changos which we fool should
be effected to impravo the Program. It would not he difficult to set aside a
special holding barracks 4H from to where TDP
dischargaes would be quartered while undorgoing processing for discharge.
Many of the dischargeoo are already assigned post-wide special duties to
perform, thus there would bo no need to effect radical change in terms of
what they are assigned to da. These special holding barracks would be
ntapervisod by staff ge.. ~thran. .adre whose talents and
special drill Inutructor L.raining are not properly atilized if they are, assigned
the extra tamk of sapervlsing TDP dlichargous.

The placing of all the post dIVcharguu• it it central area would also
serve to facilitate pro-soparation counseling of theso dischargoos. From
our inturviews with tho dischnrgees after they loft the service, it is apparent
that many leave the uiurvice either ombitteord, bewilderod, or both. It is
quite apparent that a proactive 1,ro-soparation counsoling program is needed to
facilitato the TDP dt# uIjargoes' ontry back into civilian life. Moreover, it
might improve the dischargees attitude toward the Arry-an important con-sidoratton for a%%y vtlitary, org;anization dopondtiin• on voluntteers to fill its ranks,

Finally, there is an urgent nced fur an ongoing Army-wide evaluation
of the TDP to astislt Army xon•manrm in their offorto to control and improve
the Prograni. This could be acconiplishod using the survoy feedback approach
currently employed in many Amecrican indLiStrles. This approach would require
the dovoIopnont of valid and reliable psychometric and sociological measures
comparable to those dovolopod fox this inquiry. Theos measures could be in.
corporatod itn self-admlnhintorod mail quostionnairos adninistered periodically
at various comnnmand levels to provide Army loaders and training cadre a
comprehensive view of how tho Program is being Implemented . These
instruments can be made relatively simple and machine-roadablo to assure
accurate and rapid turn-around of evaluation results. They can also be made
confidential and anoilym-tous to help Assure accurate and valid rsponnses to
the surVeys without fear of reprisals or use of the survey data by others as a
tool for evaluating specific Individuals.

4-
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There is another sportan advanttage of hivng source of-data on
the TOPs These data. can be algrejated. and used by Army reeoatchers, to
diagnose reasons for trainee failures and thereby lead to the development of
now recruitment and selection tools. ThLs inquiry has provided some insight
on the profile of the ineffective trainee, 'but -it is only a beginning, The
development of a more coMprehensive:and reuptesentative data base would be
Invaluable in. research efforts designed to develop mean* of selecting and, ifnecessary, assisting cadre to train more effective soldiers. ,

l..n.... smn, ry, w.w have attempted In, thle inquiry to present an accurate
view of the Tramise•Diecharge Progra.m as it is being applied in-the field.
Basad on. the evidonce we found, we must conclude that the TDP is serving a
badly needed function by rapidly screeoing out individual@ who are unsuitable
for further military service at an early stage of their enlistment. Moretwvor,
this goal is boing accomplished# in most cases, in a generally aquitable anti
efficient manners

I
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This Appendix contains, in the order of thieir actual use*
examplas of the forms used by military petsonnol to (1) record
heuir evaluations of Army trainees, and (•) recommend and

process honorable discharges under the Tlainee Discharge
Program,

The "Counseling Checkleis'Mind "Counsellng Record" forn4a
(pages A-3 and A .4) are complated by enlisted training cadro, usually
BCT drill sergeants and, AIT inst.ructors. The form entitled,
"Ivaluattoti for Dischargs for Enlistees Before 180 Active Duty Days"
(pago A.-5) is also completed by the trainee's first-lina suporvisor,
usually his or her platoon sergeant or assistant platoon saorgaeit.
The form used by mnilitary psychological counseling peroonnel to
rep•rt their evaluations of a traine'ls suitability for the Army
(pato A-6) is frequently requested Mid used by training company
conmu-andora to support their ruconuendatiomi for dimuliltrging a
tran•wo iduor the TDP. The "Notification Letter of Proposod DischargetI
fur"I ( pao A-7 ) is used to notify the trainees of their company
cotrninumdor' e roion• moaticition for their dischargo undalr t ho
r,)P. It In contpleotd by simply filling In a briof utaitonmit in
the spavo provided undhr paragraph Z doscribing tLthe reao•l• the
trainoo is heing roconmmendod for a TDP discharge. 1'he traitiwoe's
onclorhaniolt (or lack •if eoidoro, iett) of the bcrnpinty comntander's
a'o nuvonictmlot is recordod on the •''ROt~arii •tdoutrn form

Q,.go A - ).

11 0 dhl tion, to the fornim proscntodt hork, e•ch ryecomniondnt~lolt
(or it TMI)P dliut r1kchg im a c compaied by lette r l enly i omiut unr ily
w t1 by Ohw trai on's•y cilmp: tluy and battet lion wll uiu. t Thuo
comvpany contumandar' N lotto r Is usuazlly a one -p:%go saliomont dosv rilti u
\why theaflc t:inlanve should be meparated from survico utider thot
iP1,P 1the battalion cmanndorlit letter is uriually a ha lof paragraph
"kupporthig tho C())ynaty Co~mmandert s raconun~ondution. In t he cii a
of r'buttals, tho trainoea are givon the opportunity to write t% portimml
statorment appealing the discharge reconmenclation, and this .Uattoment
is forwardod with the othur forms to the pout conunancor for a inal
decision on the manttor.

3. 
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EVALUATION FOR DISCHARGE FOR ENLISTEES BEFORE 180 ACTIVE DUTY DAYS

II First Evaluation J Second Evaluation

TRAINEE DATA

ACTIVE .DUTY DATE . PIROD OF PVALUATION_. __,__

TYPE OF TRAAWIN,(5CZ, C Tt AIT/OJT)' ORGANIZATION_..... _......

1, The above nimed trainee is considered unacceptable for further military
service'due to. demonat:ated deficiencies in the folowink ares(e0:

C I Aptitod.4 [ 3 Attitude

t. I Motivation I 3 $*elf discipline

2, The following indiocator(s) of poor quality have been,observed or experienced
with the above named traineet

C I Quitter C I History of drug or alcohol abuse,

C I Hostility toward the Army L' EvIdpnos of iocial/emotional
' •a justment

I Inability to accept [ - Lack of cooperation with peers
instructions or directions and superior$

r I Clearly substandard ' Other (Explain Below)
performance

USAARMC " 3239 (R.pasos USAAAMCFom . 1 Aus 73, whih maqy b used O m. •'• I liE IN3 UM0 I noo I i alm $to) A(Ap d O i - _ "P. ... a A.

- .. lit . III I n I n d , A - P a g II - I - IIIjn1

.00011111



REPORT OF MENTAL HYGIENE EVALUATION Date....... (WLw a.g 40-17)

TO: FROMt

, Il l . I I I I i I.

NAME RANK SSN

was evaluated UP on with the following resultst

I, +ehlavIort ( i not psychiiatrically abnormal r ] antisocial
1[ passive-aggreusLve t 3 passive-dependent [ ] hostile a 1 suspicious

[ bizarre [ ] immature ( 3 inadequate ]explosive
3. Violent. tendencies: a I none C I suicidal C 3 homicidal
3, Level ot alertnes:t f fully. alert [ ] dull C I somnolent
4, Level of orientation i fully oriented C I partial C 3 disoriented
5. Moodi C 3 depressed [ 3 ap ropriate C 1 euphoric
6. Thinking ptocesst c I clear C confused C 1 bizarre
7 Thought cotent, normal a abnormal ( 3 hallucinationsdelusions . I paranoid Ideation

IMPRESSIONSt
I. C I No significant psychiatric disorder,
2,[ Acute situational maladjustment.
3. Character/behavior disorder, C I mild [ 1 moderate 3 severe,
4. [ I Intellectual deficiency,
S. [ I Improper use of/or addiction to drugs and/or alcohol.
6. t 3 Other,

RECOMMENDATIONS:
i, C 1 Continue same duty status,
. ( I Modify training as follows:

3. [ : Rehabilitative transfer.
4. 1 MHCS will schedule further interviews with individual.
5. [ ] Medication prescribed as follows:
S. [ 3 Other (e, g., change of MOS, other admin. action, etc.)
7. C ] Elimination UP of

PERTINENT INFORMATION:
[ I Yes [ I No This individual was and is capable of distinguishing right from

wrong and adhering to the right. He is responsible for his actions and possesses the
nental and emotional capacity to understand and participate in broad and other legal
proceedings,

-AME AND RANK Or MENTAL HYGIENE OFFICER SIGNATURE

JSA MEDDAC FLW FORM 117 (Mar 74) Previous Editions Obsolete

[Appendix A - Page A-6]
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DVPARTK3W OF TRIt AMH

Fort Knox, Kentucky 40121

8UICTs Discharge From the Ualted States Aftu

1, Under the provisions of DA message DTO 011510? August 1973, subject: evaluation
and Dischavge of Unlisteem Isore-. 20 Active Duty Days, $ am initiating action to
discharge you from the United Iatoes Amqy,

2, The reasons for my proposed action saet

3, The final decision In your cse vests with the dteiharge authority, If your
discharge is approved for reasons stated in paragraph 2, you will be furnished an
Honorable Discharge. Rowever, If you do not have prior military service you should
understand that due to noncompletion of requisite active duty time, VA and other
benefits normally associated with completion of honorable active duty service will
be affected. For example, you would not be eligible for educational benefits under
the GI bill of Rights, Furthermore) you will not be permitted to reenlist in the
Armed Services within 2 years from date of discharge,

4. You have the right to present any rebuttal or statements in your behalf to the
discharge authority or you may vaive these rights, Counsel (a coimissioned officer
other than the company commander) will be made availableo if desired, You also
have the right to request a separation physical if you feel your physical state has
changed since your last examination.

S, Complete the attached acknowledgement and return it within 24 hours,

5..



SUBJECT. 13isoharg IFrovil the Unitedt Stat Artily

TOt

1. 1 herebkv ackniowledge notification of my pitposed Honorable Disoharge from
the United Sta~ted Army, I u~ratand that due to nion-completion of requisito
active duty tillies VA aind other benefits normally assoclated with conipiotioll
of honorabio Oativo duty servicve will be nI'OOtd,.

2. 1 (do) (tio not) doeiro to have A counsel asslit nit In emiplaining the dlsohargo
procimiure. or In making otatonlonts or robutvt~t~ an my behialf,

it, It comlsol Is dosirod, do not comploti Items a and 4 and do not voign.
Rteturn this inctoree~nent to the canipan~y ooti~ninder who will provideyou with
counsel, 4

b, I f coune Uh I 1 not desiea d, j omplIet oI tt~ms 3 and 4,1 sign and return thlit
complotecl indoritement to the company commithdot',

3. 1 (do) (do not) dealiro to havo it *tvpt'tion medical oxaniinatiotn If this di.t-
chargo is fi14)rovott,

.1. 1 (do's (do hot) desire to nialt at motnnta or submit it rouik itil tit my 1whilir,
(Stutatsimmlet/v~Lututal, attilohrn, it appi oiebiMO.

haIm ng1 hooll o(N'jIOW by tilt ot til t) v Niimsp (~tit, ?t~ klt alt I til, Ole HA1111I avill i~kil it)
himt, .jnvitiliathy ilati theit, a 01 ndiectf 11111MMii

USAAftMC FL Y7 $ 3

[Akppsndli x -page k-11
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JOB RELATIONS SCALE

Variable, -- This scale is designed to measure the extent to which
the respondent has had positive experiences in the civilian work environ-
mont at evidenced by his ease of adjustment to routine job requirements
and enjoyment of good relations with his fellow workers.

Description. .. The scale contains seven items, five of which were
used by Littlopage and Fox in their study of Army Personnel Confine-
mont Facility inmates (1972), One item (Item 7) was developed
specifically for this scale, while another (Item 1) was taken from the
Job relations scale reported in Blauer and Stout (1974),

Scoring, -- Respondents checked each item as either ] IVqrup
or mo gtly fals The responses indicating a favorable adjustment to
work situations were assigned &I=, while those indicating an un-
favorable adjustment were coded 9= . Total scale scores were
derived by summing the item scores. In the case of missing data,,
total scale scores were assigned proportionately according to the num
ber of items for which valid responses were givon. Finally, peven was
subtracted from each total scale score, creating a range of 0 - 7. If
any case had more thatn three missing item scoros, it was coded as
missing data, Of the missing cases that occurred, most represented
respondents who had never hold a job before ontering the service.
Thorn wore 12 such cases in the combined oxperimental and control
samples (N a 301).

Reliability. -- The computod alpha coefficients were . 632 for the
exporimental group and . 722 for the control group, suggesting a moder.
ate level of internal consiston;-y.

Validity. -- Assuming the Job Relations Scale and School Relations
Scale both measuro an ability to adjust to structured situations, one
would anticipnte a positive corrolation between the two scales. This is
the case (Table B-I).

~~1UAL _U__S-, .chol ~oJ1]9• ,i.9.n±.Scin Score - eLow 1-tjh N

Low 62.9% 37.1 159

rho 4 29, 0 , .001
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Continuing with the assumption that the Job Relations Scale measures
an ability to adjust to a structured work environment, one could hypothesimo
that our control group, having adjusted to Army life, will score higher on
the Job Relations Scale. A Kruskal-Walliu text supports the hypothesis#
showing that the two groups do differ significantly in the expected way
(1442. 87, Pe. 001)-. This difference it obvious when one examines the
means for eachgroup. In the discharge. group, the mean score was 5. 5
while in the control group it was 6. 5.' Forty-one percent of the dischargees
scored below the overall scale median compared to only eleven percent in
the control group.

Items, -. The seven scale items are listed below with the means and
standard deviations of Item scores for both the TDP discharges sample
(X and the non-discharges control simple (C),

Standard
Xwtin Mean -Deviation Nii"L40, .. .Item _._ . . C . "E C C

1. Holding a steady job was 1.71 1, 95 .45 .22 228 60
difficult for me

2, I often changed from job 1.66 1,90 .46 ,30 226 '59

to job

3. Jobs I held were boring 1.61 1.85 .49 .36 227 60

4. I freqoiently lost jobs 1.91 1.95 . 29 .22 227 61
because I arrived to
work late

5. 1 would usually take a job and 1.86 1,95 .35 .22 227 61
quit after a few days or
weeks

6. I had difficulty getting along t. 90 2.00 .30 2- 227 63
with people I worked with

"7,I4 enjoyed working 1.89 1,84 .31 .37 227 62

*•Reversed item

. ..•, . ....... ... ...



SCHOOL RELATIONS SCALE

Variable. -- This scale ts designed to measure the perceived quality of
relations the respondent had within the school environment while he was
growing up,

Description. -- The scale consists of six items, four from a unt-dimen.
sional "School Problems" measure used in a survey of Armed Personnel
Control Facility inmates by Littlepage and Fox (197Z, p. 57) and two items
from Bauer and Stout (1974). A seventh item, "My teachers did not care for
me, "1 was omitted because it correlated poorly with the other School Relations
Scale items,

Scoring. -- Those responses indicating favorable school relations were
coded two, while those indicating unfavorable relations were assigned a one.
The individual items scores were summed to obtain the total scale score.
Where item scores were missing, scale scores were assigned proportionately
according to the number of responses given. To create a 0.6 scale range,
six was subtracted from each total scale score. All 301 respondents gave
enough valid responses (four or more) to be included in the analysis.

Reliability. -- Alpha coefficients were . 914 for the experimental group
and , 835 for the control group, suggesting a high level 9f internal consistency.

Validity. -- Assuming a respondent with favorable relations is likely to
stay in school longer than a respondent with poor school relations, one would
expect those scoring high on school relations to have completed more school
than their lower-scoring counterparts, The rank-order correlation co-
efficient between school relations and years of education is . 34. (P <.001,
Table B-2), suggesting the scale has construct validity, In addition, the high
level of internal consistency offers circumstantial evidence of the scale's
content validity. (Nunnally, i967, p. 82).

Table B-Z. School Relations by Education

Education Mean School Relations Score N

Grade School or less Z, 33 15
Some high school Z. 54 124
Completed high school 3. 51 120
Attended college 3, 88 42

.-4

, , m m - m .. I I



Since the School Relations and Job Relations scales both measure
an ability Lo adjust to structured situations, a high correlatiun between
the two would provide further evidence of the construct validity, The
actual rank-order correlation coefficient is , 29 (Table B-I on p. B-2).,

As noted above in our description of the Job Relations Scale, there
isi positive correlation between the respondent's ability to adjust toschool and his ability to adjust to Army'life. One would also expect
to find a positivw correlation between school relations and the ability
to adjust to Army life, The data support this expectation, The meanSchool Relations score for the disehargee sgroup it 2. 88, while it is
3.7 9 for the non-dischargeo group (t(300) a 4.18, < .001). In terms
of a correlation coefficient (phi), the relationship may be expresied
as . Z1 (Table B-3).

SchooL B Ala ttflUsLtSo N

Dischargers 60. 8T o 39. 2 237
Non - dischargees 34,9 65,1 63

phi a .21--i 
n

Items. -- The six items comprising the final scale are listedbelow along with the means and standard deviations for both the TDPdischarges experimental sample (E) and the non-dischargee control
samnple (C).
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Standard
Item Mean Deviation N
Noo Item E C C E C

1, I did. not like school 1.53 1.83 ,50 .38 238 63

Z, I had difticulty with school work 1.54 1.81 .50 .40 238 63

3.' I enjoyed school 1,56 1.78 .50 .42 237 63

4. My parents (or guardians) 1.52 1.65 .50 .48 238 62
were not happy with the
grades I received in
school

5S' I participated In group 1.41 1.41 .49 .50 237 63
activities (Scouting
programs, 4.H Club,
youth clubs, school
projects

1' I participated in organized 1. 31 1, 32 .46 .47 238 63
Leamn sports

B-6
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FAMILY RELATIONS SCALE

VYa•iablo. -- This scalu is designud to measure the respondont's
subjoctivo per'optione of the qhlity 6of family 'r'elation' that prevailed

fail r htprviein his home while ho was growing up. The scale incorporates several
facets of fainrly relations, including farnily culhosivonass (closeness)

i parental punitiveness, and level of family responsibilities assigned to
v tho rhespondont.

Description. -- The scale is composed of eight items which the
raspondunt chocked as tLt~lyiq or moia, floo ~nd two itcjins
having six closed - responso categories. Tho lat-ter two wwre later
cdichotoli,.ocd. Items 1 - 4 weo•e taken from Bichmania Youth in
Transition study of sophomore high school boyo in tho United States
(1970, pp. 19 -20). The remaining items wore used 0reviously to
measure perceptions of family cohesiveness and reiponsibilitieu
among U.S. Army Personnel Control Facility instates (Littlepago and
Fox, 1972, p. 57). The followini three items were dolated because
they correlated poorly with the other Family Relations Scale itemo,

I had to take care of my,brothers
Ind sisters

My parentq (or Lguardians) wore
concerned about my welfare

My parents depended on me for
financial support

Scuring. -T- The responses indicating favoroble famnily relations
wore assigned a tv.i. whilh tho'se indicating unfavorable fa,'mily rolations
wore coded one. In cases with missing data, scale scores wore as-
signed proportionately according to the number of respo1sos given,
Finally, ten was subtracted fram cach scale score, creating &,, range of
0 - 10. Cases witlh four or more missing itonmL scores wore coded as
milssing data. There wore 11 such cases in tlh c()mbixnod Lxperimontal
and control samplea (N = 301).

Reliability. -- The scale yielded alph it cooeflcionts of . 746 for the
oxpor-inmontal group and . 677 for the crntrol grokip, indicating a mo
doIrate level ot intcrn,'l consiltency.

Validiqy. -- The moderate level of intornal consistency provides
circumstantial evidence of the ,ontent validity c,f the scale (Nunnally,
1967, p. 82 ).

Items. -- The ton items included in thl final scmlo are given below,
along with the means and standard deviations for both the TDP dis -
cl,argee sample (M) and the nria-dischargee control sample (C).

n-7
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Standard
Item Mean Deviation N
NU.N ; It Om , E C .. ,X C C

l When you were growing up 1.73 1,71 .44 .46 222 59
did you feel fairly close toyour father (or male

guard t n)' ,,

2. When you were growing up did 1.89 1.90 .31 .30 236 62
yow feel fairly close to your
mother (or female guardian)?

3. When you were growing up, 1.47 1.60 so .49 217 60
how much did you want to
be the kind of person your
father (or male guardian) it
when you became an adult?

4. How much did you want to 1.47 1,44 ,50 .50 233 62
be like the kind of personi
your mother (or female
guardian) is?

My family was happy 1.86 1.84 .35 .37 238 63
togethe r

6. My family did things 1,78 1.79 .42 .41 238 63
together

7. 1 felt I 0ould talk to my 1. 6q 1, 70 .46 .46 225 57
fa.hor (or male guardiati)

H, I felt I could talk to my 1,83 1.78 .36 .42 236 63
mother (or femnle

ula rdian)

9. My parents (or legal 1.81 1.82 .40 .39 222 60
guiardiann) were happy
together

I0. 1 ofton had to help ily 1,37 1,28 .48 .45 238 60
family



TRAINING ANXIETY SCALE,

Variable, -. This in a verbal- response measura of the level of
situational anxiety lexpertinced by-the Arrmy-trainaee It to designe4i to
rneuuure~ariuisty reslated to the traIne~el it~ibility to cope with (1) the
training exercises, (3) the -risk~ oftinditly $.n1jry, (3) the drill me rgeantitsi
"yelling, atid (4) the risk of failing to caoplete this trining,

Daddript~om 'rhs scales ~ontains five items, eac h with f our clo ed-
response categories, For each item the respondent chose the responme
beat describing the frequency with which he experienced the feeling described,
The five, itemst were" ctevel~pscl specifically -for this study.

Scoring. -- The four respon'se. were assignedi tnuroHv. values as
follows.I

4 very often or all the time I

I occasionally or somettives

Inevo 1

Item scoros Worle then totalled to obtain thn mcale "ýOre' Five wag sub-
tracted from Oftch scale score to obitain a range of 0-1 5 Therte we ra no
missing respollses.

Reliability. .. -The scale ylreldoci alplin coofticlent.. of . 609 for the. dims-
cha rgeo group and ,618 for the comiiol RIvoup, Indicating a modc ra te level

otf inhirnal osleny

Validity. - -In addition to the Training Anxiety Scale, the dato siet

containsm one other potontial mnoaamul- of anxi ety or alervouinnomm during
training. Whon giving rc~Asonw top it trainev a disohtc rnn ar
often specified naryousness or physical eyrntumns of hypertinxioty. Pro-
sliming that both variables indicate tha#t the respondent experionced anxi~Ly
during training, one would expect tho'two variables to be- related. More
specifically, ovie would expect that those respondents discharged for
nervouintso would have higher TrAikling Anxiety Scale scores than those
discharged for other ream nes.

1.i -9



A t-test was used to compare the Training Anxiety Scale scores for
each group, Surprisingly the two means (13. 99 for those discharged for
nervousness and 13. 94 for the others) do not differ sitgifticantly (t (229)z. 31).
The same relationship may be expressed In terms of a correlation co-
efficient (point-biserial) as -, 02.

There are several possible 'reasons for the failure of the expected
relationship to occur, Ftrst, the, respondent may have experienced high
anxiety but never have shown ttl consequently, the training cadre would not
have listed nervousness as a reason-for discharge, Second, the discharges's
recall of his anxiety during training may not have been accurate, Third, the
two measures may be evaluating two suhbtantively different constructs.

A second test of validity was more encouraging, Assuming
that anxiety &rises when one perceives a situation aso overpowering,
one would expect those scoring high on the Training Anxiety Scale to
score lo,'w on the Personal Competence Scale, The data support this
a aesumption (Table B.4 and discussion on p. B.- 11),

Items., -,-The five items, along with the means and standard deviations
for the dischargee experimental group (E) and the non-dischargee control
group (C), are listed below,

Standard
Item Mean DeviationSItem D C D C D CA

1, How often did the training 2.60 2.86 1. 19 .84 238 63
exercise you were told to do
make you feel 'Jumpy' or
no rvous?

2. How often did you worry about 2,63 3.06 1. 15 ,82 38 63
not having sufficient ability
to complete your training
Nucceesfully?

3. How often did you worry about 2.60 2.44 1.24 1.07 238 63
what life would be like at your
next duty station?

4, How often did you worry about 2,98 3,05 1. i .91 238 63
the possibility of your beingJ
injured during training?

5.. How often did the drill 2,03 2.97 1. 18 1,02 238 63
sergeant's yelling make you
feel jumpy' or nervous?

.. .
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PERSONAL. COMPETENCE SCALE

Variable, - This scale in designed to measure the extent to

which the respondent fools a sense of control over the course of his

life.

Description - - The scale consists of three questions each with
dichotomous cloued-response categori e s. The items were adapted
from the measure developed by Campbell, 1t l (1960). as cited in

ieasuros of SoAncial. cqhoo4jA by R•,obinson ndih Shaver
(1969o p.105).

Scoring. -- Those responses indicating a high sense ot personal

competenco wore assigned a two while those suggesting a low eomnso
personal competenco wore coded oU., Scale scores wore obtainod by
sunzuning individual item scores. If one response was missing, the
scale score was assigned proportionately according to the two re-
sponses give-f. If sMore than one response was mnissing, the case was
scored as missing data. There wore five such cases in the combined
experimental and control groups (N u 301), Most. missing responses
occurred when the respondent felt the question was not a.pplicablo
because lie never planned ahead or because hie did not baliove in luck,

Reliability. -- The scale yielded alpha coefficients of 935 for the
discharg.ea experimental group and . 428 for the non-discharge, control
group, suggesting a moderately low but, for exploratory purposes, an
acceptable level of internal consistency,

Validity. -- iR is generally ag reod that anxiaty stoms from fear of
bodily injury or being overwholeod by situational atimuli. 'rhus, it is
reasonable to assume that a person with a low monso of personal comn-
potonee is more likely to perceive a situation as overpowe ring wd,
hnceo, is nmore susceptible to anxiety attacks. The datn support t:his
assumption, revealing a, negative correlation between personal comn-
potuceo and training anxiety (Table 13-4).

j. • -mii 4 Porson.lCom once by._rnnn.••nxioty .

~ tn hLow~ Ijh N
Low 49, 7%T 50, 3 163
H.igh ., 60.9 39. 1 A 3

rho a 14 (T( 01)
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Item.. -- The three scale terns are given below along with the means
and standard deviation@ for bot h the discharges experimental group (E)
and the non-dischargles control group (C),

Standard ,
Item Moan Deviation

No. Item. 'M C M C E C

L. Have you usually felt 1,45 1,70 ,50 .46 235 61
pretty sure your life
would work out the way
you want It to, or have
there been times when
you haven't heen very
sure about it?

2a Do you feel that you 1,43 1,59 s50 50 233 61
are the kind of person
who g~ets his share of
bad luck, or do you
feel thatt you1 have

mostly good luck?

3. When you plan ahead, 2.95 2.97 .21 , 18 234 62
do you usuAlly got to
carry out things the
way you expectod, or
rio things usually come
up to make you change
your plans?

B-12,



EXPECTATION OF ARMY LIFE SCALE

Variable. -* This scale Is designed to measure the extent to
which the respondent had positive expectations of Army life, The
items tap several areast the respondent's anticipation of pro.
blems adjusting to Army life (items I, 2 and 3); how the respondent
expected others to act (items 4 and 5); how the respondent thought
the Army would affect him (item 6); and the respondent's general
"expectations concerning the quality of Army life (items 7 and 8).

Description. .- The seals includes eight questions to which
the respondent answered XU or , , Items 1 4, S, 7 and 8 were
adapted from "What You Think about the Army - 1,1 a questionnaire
developed by the Army Research Institute. Items 2, 3 and 6 were
created specifically for this study, Three additional items, listed
below, were deleted because of their poor Inter-item correlation
$care$$

Before you entered the Army on active duty, did you feel thatt

, The physical training you would undergo in the
Army would be very difficult for you to complete?

* It would be easy for you to adjust to Army life?

* You would find your superiors easy to get along with?

Attempts to create subscales failed because either the resulting scales
showed poor internal consistency or they failed to identify a uni-
dimensional construct.

Scoring. -- Those responses suggesting positive expectations were
assigned a , while responses indicating negative expectations were
coded =. To create a range of 0 - S, eight was subtracted from each
score. Items were summed to obtain the total scale scores wesre
assigned proportionately according to how many responses were given.
Cases with more than three missing responses were deleted. There
were five such casae identified in the combined experimental and
control survey samples (N a 301),

Reliability. -- The scale yielded alpha coefficiants of . 614 for
the experimental group and . 537 for the control group, Indicating a
moderate level of internal consistency,

Validity. -- The moderate level of internal conmsistency provides
circumstantial evidence of the construct validity of the scale (Nunnally,
1967, p.82).
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Items. - - The eight final scale items are given below along with theSmeans and standard deviation@ foe both the dischargee experimental group(E), and the non-dicrharges control group (C).,

Item Mean Deviation 7E -C C C IBefore you entered the Army
on active duty, did you feel that.

1. It would be easy for you to obey 1,79 1,63 41 .49 232 59
orders?

a.* You would have problems back 1.78 1,82 .41 .39 235 60home that might make it
difficult for you to complete
your tour of active duty?

3. You would have difficulty 'i 57 1.84 50 .37 228 63remembering or under-
standing what you were
being taught by your Army
InstructoreP

4. Your Army auperiors would 1.75 1.79 .44 .41 230 62usually treat all soldiers the
varne, regardless of the
soldierm' racial or ethnic
origins?

5. You would find soldiers in 1.79 1.67 .41 .47 230 58your unit very co-
operative?

6, Being in the Army would 1.60 1.87 .49 .34 230 62make you more self.
disciplined?

7* You would find Army life 1.53 1.77 .50 .43 233 60boring?

8. You would like the Army'. 1.54 1. 36 .50 .48 228 53way of doing things?

94 (1 varsed item)

B-14
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JUVENILE DELINQUENCY INDEX

Variable. -- This index to designed to ineasure the extent to which the
respondent participated in delinquent activities while.lgrowi'ng up. Thise
activities range from minor Infringements such as staying oit late to
more serious acts like assault and theft, The contents of the index items
vary considerably tn terms of the seriousnis .,'of thi delinquent act i*id
the context in which it was committed, Items "J 1A and 1ý6 deal with
disruptive behavior in thoaoll items 11, 14, 15a ,de •,ibe inter-
personal aggression: and items 3, 4, 5, 9, 101J,13 ainX6 ocuci.6 .on acto
of vandalism or theft.

Description, ...- Twenty-three items are Itcluded fi, Ithiý h Indo, each with
five closed-response categories indicating how oftein the reslpndont took
part In the specified activity, Twenty-one of the Item's i(l -19 a .d ) were
taken from a checklist of delinquent behaviors týported by Bachman (1970,
pp.: .16Z.-163) in the Youth in Transition study of high school sophomore
boy@ In the United States, Two more items (H0 and 21) wore ýeveloped
especially for this study. A.,

Scoring. -- Numeric values wera assigned to the responses as follows:

0 never

I one time

2 two times•

3 thr'o or foul. t611e1

4 five or more timas

Total index scores are the sum of individual item scores, Cases with
missing data werti assigned total index scores proportionately accordcing to
the nwibber of responses given; when thore were nmore than three umllsing
responses the case wao deleted.

Reliability. -- The Index yielded alpha coofficionts of .838 for the
experimental group and ,880 for the control group, indicating a moderately
high level of internal consistency.

Validity, -- If a respondent's proclivity toward delinquent behavior while
growing up Is a predictor of delinquent bohavior later on, one would expect
respondents discharged from the Army for committing military offenses to
have higher Juvenile Delinquency Index scores than those discharged for
other reasons. A Kruskal-Wallis test shows the two groups do differ In the

B- is
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expected manner (Table, 8-5), The averag•. deGUAqWeey score of
the group dischigo, for offenses is much Magiher (27 4) than that
of the non.deliquent diechargees (21. .

D uli nt di s c hk k a's a9 63* 9 69

T or) )(ased on actual scale scorell

Items, .- The 23 ihdex items are listed below Pong with the mneans and

standard deviations Lok both the TZP discharge. ekperimentsl group (E) and

the non.dischargee control group (C).

3tpadato'd
It em Mean DevAk ko N

No, Item C E C

1. I stayed out latet than my 2.92 3. 3 I.6Z 10 18 238 63
parents (guardiahs) said I
could.

2. 1 ran away from home. .66 .30 1,07 .61 238 63

3. 1 took something not 1.32 1.47 1.57 1,63 238 62
belonging to me worth
less._ than $50.

4. Iwent onto someone's land 1.14 1. 56 1.$1 1.64 238 62
or into some house or
building when I wasn't
supposed to be there.

S, I set fire to someone else's .08 .21 .39 ,65 238 63
property on purpose.

6, 1 argued or had a fight 2. 16 2,3* 1,78 1,80 238 63
with one of my parents.

7, I got into trouble with the 1,11 .86 1,40 1.16 238 63
police because of some-
thing I did,

1,-16



Standard
Item Mean Deviation N
NS, Item . E C C. E C

S. I hurt someone badly .67 .51 1.20 1.05 237 63
enough to require bandages
or a doctor for their
Injuries,

9, 1 damaged school property .24 .41 .74 .98 238 63
on purpose.

10, I took something from a. 1,32 1.86 1.55 1.56 237 63
store without paying for it.

11. 1hit a teacher. .29 .29 .79 .89 238 63

12. I drank an alcoholic 2.6 3.0 1.78 1,59 238 62
beverage (liquor, beer.
wine) without my
parents' permission.

13, 1 took a car that didn't .15 .16 .62 .65 238 63
belong to momeone in my
family without permission
of the '0wner.

14, I hit my father. .31 .11 .89 .41 238 62

15, 1 took part in a fight where 1,08 1.06 1.53 1.52 238 63
a bunch of my friends were
against another bunch of
kids.

16. I took something not belong- .33 .59 .88 1.16 238 63
ing to me worth more than
$50,I

17. I had to bring my parents to 1.34 .89 1.52 1.12 237 62
school because of some
trouble I got Into,

18, I skipped a day of school 2.78 2.65 1.62 1.59 238 63 :1"
without a proper excuse. A!,

19. 1 used a knife or gun (or .09 .27 .53 .83 238 63
some other weapon) to get
something from another
person,

20. Arrested by civilian .70 .57 1.21 1.00 238 63

authorities
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Standard
It em M ean Deviation N
No. Item. E . c E _C
al. Cbnvlcted of a crime by a .28 .19 .70 .54 238, 62

civilian court.

22. Suspended from school for 1,18 .89 1.44 1.38 230 63 I:

disciplinary reasons.

23, MXPOtled from school. .33 ,51 .83 1.16 237 63

p4
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PRE-SERVICE DRUQ/ALCOHOL USE INDEX

Variable. -- This index is designed to measure the extent to
which respondents were using drugs or alcohol Just prior to entering
the service*

Description. - The index contains seven items describing
type* Of drugs with seven closed-response categories describing
frequency of use. From these, the respondent chose the response
beat describing his use of each drug. Those seven items were used
previously by Bauer and Stout (1974).

Scoring. -- Numeric values were assigned to the response
categories as foliowsia

0 Never
1 One time only
2 Once or twice a year
3 3 - 10 times a. year
4 Once or twice a month
5 Once or twice a woek
6 Daily, or nearly every day

Total index scores are the sum of item scores, with incomplete caeso
assigned scores proportionately depending on the number of responses
given• All respondents (N a 301) gave enough responses (six or more)
to be included In the analysis.

Reliability. -- The indux yielded alpha coefficients of . 788 for
the experimental group and . 877 for the control group, suggesting a
moderately high level of internal consistency.

Validity. -. Ausurning that the Drug/Alcohol Use and Juvenile

Dolinquency Indices both measure an underlying proclivity toward
delinquent behavior, one would expect a high positive correlation
between the two measures. The data support this expectation
(Table B-6).

B-19
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Low 74.0 2~ 6.0 15z4

rh, a .6•3 P 001.

Items. -- The seven scale Items are listed below along with the means
and standatrd deviations for both the TDP discharge experimental gfroup (E))
and the non-discharge control group (C).

Standard
I, tem Mean Deviation N

,! N o. I ... . .. (t~em. E.. C .. .E . . .. C 2 c
i 1. Marijuana (pot, grass, Mary 2.,11 2. 94 '. 46 2. 46 2'38 63 i

Joina or hashish)

2. Stimulants (uppers, opoed, .70 1. 13 1,.5? 1.85 238 63 )

bernltes, pop pills, etc.

3. Depressants (downers, yellow .57 ,73 1. 37 1.48 238 63 ••

jackets, red devils, mAndrax,
quaalutdeq THC, eta)

4. Boor and/or wine 4.18 4.34 1. 90 1,.81 2-38 62

S. Opiates (Heroin, horse, .18 .1 .l 77 .74 238 63
smack, "H11, morphine,
opium, aet. )

6. H-ard liquor (gin, whiskey, 2.2•7 Z.8B4 2. 07 2.17 238 63
vpodkA. etC,)

7. Hallucinogeno (LAD, .43 .60 1,.20 1.314 Z38 63
mescaline, poyote, etc, )

B -Ai0
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A•PENDIX C

SU•VEY INSTRUMENTS AND
RESPONSE DISTR•BUTIONS
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TRAINING CADRE QUESTIONNAIRE

TRAINEE ID CODE NUMBfER - - -

TRAINEE NAME_ __'_(Last) + (First) (Middle Initial) •

TRAINEE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERt -

A. Background Questions

1. Dater June/July 1975(Circle)

2. Site, (1) Ir t. Knox 116 4s, Z%
(2) Ft. Leonard Wood 120 50.8%

Missing data 2

3. Interviuwec Characteristics.

n, Rank (circle one),

0(0,00%) (3) E-3 3(3.6%) (10) 0-1
0(0, 01) (4) E-4 6(7. 2%) (11) 0-2
5(6.0%) (5) E~-5 27(32.5%) (12) 0-3

15(18.1%) (6) E-6 0(0.0%) (13) 0-4
16(19.3%) (7) E-7 0(0.0%) (14) 0-5
12(14. S%) (8) E-8 0(0.0%) (15) 0.6
0(0.0%) (9) E-9

b. Branch of Service (circle one),

3•,0( 36, 11,%) (1) 11imt '~try ,

20(24.4%) (2) Armor
5(6.1%) (3) Artillory
0(0. 0%) (4) Medical Service Corps
0(0.0%) (5) Chaplain
0(0.00%) (6) Adj. General (JAG)
l(l. 2%) (7) Military Intelligence

(list continued on next page)

-- 2

Ph_ ___________ __ _____ _____ ________ ___x-j i



0(0.10%) (8) Military Police
14(17.1%) (9) Engineer

4(4,9%/o) (10) Signal Corps
2(2.4%) (11) Quartermaster Corps
2(Z. 4%) (12) T ranspo rtation
3(3, 7%) (13) Ordinance
1(4. 2%) (14) Other (specify __.............__

Missing Data 1

e. Special Quallfications (chlck if applicable)

8(9.8%) (1) Ranger
4(4,9%) (2) SpeciLL Force

28(34. 1%) (3) Airborne
9(10.8%) (4) Pilot30 ,.711) (5) other (specify, .... :

(Because multiple responses were allowed, the
percentages do not equal 100 percent).

d' Present Position (check one)

0(0.00%) (1) 13ttn CO 0(0. 0%) (11) Psychlltri st/P•yý-hol.gkt-
0(0.0%) (2) Bttn XO 0(0.0%) (12) Mental I.Tyfie011 Spel'aliot

29(35.4%) (3) Company CO 0(0. 0%)• (13) Suvial Workor
3(3.7%) (4) Comppany XO 0(0. l0) (14) Lawyer (Trial or 0oftest
1(1. ?.%) (5) Training Officer Counsel)

13 (15. 9%) (6) First Sat. 0(0. 0%) (15) L,01al Spocaiat; -.b % ti) ( i) vitt. bgt, (mL) 0(0o 0%) (10•) Rtace H.olattions/.K IUl.;ou a~lkl

12(14, 6%) (8) Anat.Plt:. Sgt. (DI) 0(0. 0%) (17) Alcohol/Drug Abi.:i Counwit
1(l. 2-%) (9) Chiplain 0(0. 0%) (18) Inapoctor Geonral
0(0.0%) (10) Chaplain Asst. 1(1. 2%) (1.9) Other (Specify:

MiSHing Data 1

ea Aget yoa,
Xu 30.407

SDO 4.17,.9
RangevaU - 40

f Length of Time in Prosent Positioni months

XM 10.837
SD= 9. 2071
Range- I - 48

C-3
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g. Current Unit:

Not recorded Level
here. (For Bgo (circle 1 2 3 4 5
identification B3tn (circle)
purposes only) Company (1)A (2)D (3)C (4)D (S(E (6) Speci

Platoon 1 2 3 4 5 6 Special

Special Unite 1. HQ Command 2. Mental Hygeine

NTot recorded 3, JAO 4. Medical Service
here. (For
identification 5. Other (specify:
purposes only) . Appicabl.00 Not Applicabla

h,

66(82.6%) (1) BCT
3(3.8%) (2) AIT-Armor
0(01.0%) (3) AIT-Infantry11(13. 8%) (4) AIT-Engines r
0(0. 0%) (5) AIT-Otiher (Specifyt_. . . . . .

Mis sing data 3 i

4. 'Since being assigned to your present position how many times

including . .. case, have you been involved
in the evaluation of a soldier that resulted in his being dischargedittador Army Regulation 635-1? ti,.

35.481
SD- 40.304
Rango-- 1 - ?,62

5. % Do -you lave any experience in a T 0 , E unit?

71(8HE.%) (1) 9(11. 3%) (2) no

Missing Data = 3

b. Did you over come diroctLy under fire?

53(93.0%) (1) Vietnam, Cambodia, Laoo

0(O3.0%) (2) Korea

2(3. 5%) (3) Other place (.pcify. . ,.. )

2(3.5%) (4) Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and Korea

Ms Data 26 c 4



c. Did you ever come directly under fire?

57(71,3%) (1) Yen 23(28.8%) (5) No

W•ouing Data * 3

Do you believe should be discharged
from the Army?
228(98.3%) (1) Yoe 4(1. 7%) (5) No

ýMIualng Data L 3

IF NO, W1jY?

Be. Trainee Discharge Proceus

1% Reasons for Discharge: What are the principle reasons whyyou believe (trainee) should
be discharged under 635-1 programT.. ---

(a) M0.jtb11yL1L6'j~td

Missing Datan 29 (1) 48(23. 0%) (1) Yes 161(77. O%)(i;) NO . I'lld - ,o•,itiv

M•i•1tLP b.•• - 9 (Z.) 3(4 3%) (4) Yes 226(98.77%)(5) N, -Unable to coty.
hLeLid Spnkoin English ill
acceptable level of
profeciencyMissing Data w 10 (3) 8(3. 5%) (1) Yes 220(96. 5%)(5) No- Unable to road

English at acceptable
level of profocionLyMissing Datan 10 (4) 7(3.1%) (1) Yes 221(96.9%/o)(5) No- Unable to •i.r.9
English at acceptable
level of profeciencyMissing Data * 10 (5) 7(3.1%) (1) Yes 221(9b.9%)(5) No.. Unable to sigeak
English at acceptable
level of profeciencyMissing Data -11 (6) 54(23.8%) (1) Yes 173(76. 2%)(5) No- Other mental def.
iciency (specify_.

Missing Data * 22 (7) 71(32.9%) (1) Yes 145(67.1%) (5) No- Failed PT Toat
or unable to do daily 1:
(Specify .•:. ~~~ ~~~C-9 .. ... -- _ [



MI.

S Missing Data = 44 (8) 5(2. 6%) (1) Yes 189(97. 4%)(5) No- Failed to negotiatt
confidence course

Missing Data a 14 (9) 53(24.6%)(1) Yes 169(75,4%)(5) No- Lacks physical co
ordination (can't marca

Missing Data - 8 (10) 10(4. 3%6) (1) Yes 220(95. 7%)(S) No- Unable to control
urinary functions (bed
wetting)

Missing. Data a 9 (11) 21(9. 2%) (1) Yes 199(86. 9%)(5) No- Unable to meet
physical standards due
to over-weight, obesit)
under-weight, fraility

Missing Data w 7 (12) 17(7.4%) (1) Yes 214(92. 6%)(5) No- Orthopedic proble:
Missing Data a 7 (13) 17(7. 4%) (1) Yes 214(92. 6%)(5) No- Physical nmnifes-

rations of ner'vouseness
Missingl Data n 7 (14) 7(3.0%f) (1) Yes 224(97. 01b)(5) No- Poor personal

hygiene
Missing Data a 7 (15) 25(10.80/o)(1) Yes 206(89. 2.%)(5) No- Other physical del

iciency or medial prob

(b) Mo•tAniaiaLuA_ lem
Behavioral measures

Missing Data a 7 (1) 99(42.9%)(1) Yes 132(57.1%)(5) No- Unwillingnesu to
accomplish assigned
tasks

Missing Data a 9 (3) 85(37. 1%)(1) Yes 144(62. 9%)(5) No- Unwillingness to
M n t 0 )takn D3Yt3Yit7ve7 exert,,, leadership.

Missiing Data a 11 (3) 71(31. 3%0)(1) Yes 156(68. 7%)(5) No- Unwillingness to b
competitive (compete
with rival, or try to
surpass othe re).

Missing Data a 10 (4) 54(23. 7%)(1) Yes 174(76.3%)(5) No- Reluctance to dlip
one's talents.Miwaing Data • 11 (5) 73(32. 21/)(1) Yes 154(67.8%)(5) No- Reluctance to try
new things; take on no%
c hallenges .

Missing Data -10 (6) 88(38. 6%)(1) Yes 140(61.41o)(5) No- Unwillingness to V,.
now personal standard

and try to meet them.
Missing Data .9 (7) 109(47.6%)(l) Yes 120(52.4%)(5) No- Lack of perservei

tonce
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Missing Data 8 (8) 62(27. 0%)(1) Yes 168(72. 0%)(5) No- Articulated hos-
tility toward army,
rniits ry lifestyle, etc.

Missing Data , 8 (9) 12(5. 2%) (1) Yes 218(94. 8%)(5) No- Pacifism (lack of
desire to fire weapons
kill, go to war, suppoi
goals of military, etc.

Missing Data w 7 (10) 85(36.8%)(1) Yes 146(63. Z%)(5) No- Unwilling tq accep
instructions or directi,

Missing Data m 7 (11) 162(70.1%)(1) You 69(29. 9/6)(5) No- Trainee has expre,
sod desire to get out oe
Armny.

Missing Data = 7 (12) 40(17. 37o)(1) Yos 191(82. 7%)(S) No- Immature
Missing Data a 7 (13) 27(11. 7%) (1) Ye. 204(88. 3%)(5) No-E,-oprcssed anxiety
Missing Data a 7 (14) 18(7. 8%) (1) Yes 213(92. 2%)(5) No- Dependent on parv
Missing Data a 7 (15) 13(5, 6%) (1) Yes 218(94. 4%)(5) No- Dependent on spou

flance, girlfriend
Missing Data a 7 (16) 16(6. 9%) (1) Yes 215(93. 1%)(5) No- Threatened or irn.

plied going AWOL
Missing Data w 7 (17) Z(8. 7/6) (1) Yes 211(91.30/6)(5) No- Lack of motivatioi
Missing Data a 7 (18) IZ( 5. 21Y4 (1) Yom 219(94.8%)(5) No- Low sense of por.

sonal coopotonce
Missing Data w 7 (19) 15(6. 5%) (1) Yes 216(93. 5%)(5) No- Mitdingering

TMissain g Data a 7 (20) 8(3.5%) (1) Yeo 223(96. 5%)(5) No- Other throatu(exc
luding AWOL)

Missing Data a 7 (21) 7(3.0%) (1) Yeo 224(97.0%)(5) No- Disruptive/ill
disucipllne d

Mising Data = 7 (22) 4(1. 7/o) (1) Yaa 227(98. 3%)(5) No- Outward pull faCto

Missing Data --- 7 (23) 1(0.4%) (1) Yes 230(99. 6%)(5) No- Unablo to quclify
With Weapon

Missing Data w 7 (24) 4(l. 7%) (1) Yos 227(98. %)() No- OUtit of touch with
reality, dis orientod

Missing Data • 7 (25) 22(9. 6%) (1) Yos 208(90. 41%)( 5) No- Other behavior
(elpecifyl_. ..

(c) Lsý ak scmooperation with:

Missing Data t4 10 (1) 72(31.66%) (1) Yes 156(608.4%)(5) No - Poers
Missing Data 11 (2) 79(34.8%)(l) Yom 148(65,2%)(5) No. Superiors

C-7
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TRAINEE ID NUMBER

DECK IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

ms1fsing Data , 7 (3) 5(2. 2%) (1) Yes 226(97. 8%)(S) No- Ii committing
adultery or is sun-
petted of sane

MWosing Data 7 7 (4) 10(4. 3%6) (1) Yes 221(95, 776)(5) No- Is lonely, depresi
asks trainee to come
home

Missing Data a 7 (5) 1(0.4%) (1) Yes 230(99.6%)(5) No- Threatening suidd4
Missing Data a 7 (6) 7(3. 0%) (1) Yes 224(97. 0%)(5) No- Has asked for dim,

separation, or is thret,
ening to leave trainee

Missing Data w 7 (7) 14(6.1%) (1) Yes 217(93.9%)(5) No- In pr•gegant
Missing Data m 7 (8) 9(3.9%) (1) Yes 22Z(96.1%)(5) No- Is having problemo

with relatives, friendi"
employer, etc. which
she cannot handle alot.

Missing Data w 7 (9) 3(1. 3%) (1) Yes 228(98.7%))(5) No- Crisis at home
Missing Data a 7 (10) 7(3. 0/) (1) Yon 224(97. 0%)(5) No- Other problems

(J) F_•~pro.•n1en

Missing Data m 7 (1) 10(4. 3%) (1) Yoe 2 21(95. 7%)(5) No- Can't support Lamo
on Areny pay

Missing Data a 7 (2) 4(1. 7%) (1) Yes 227(98. 3%)(5) No- Has debts which h
can't repiy, Source o
debts (specifyu_....
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• k,•,Al•-;,••"•'• ''•'• ?i•:•:~~~~~~~~~~ ..... . . .. •:¸'•.:•• • . ..... .: , • •¸ .. . ... ... .•

(d) .L2non al I

Lassing Data u 7 (1) 0(0. 0%) (1) YeuJ 231(100.0%)(5) No.

Mauking Data 7 (1) 10(4.3%) (1) Yes 221(95. 7%)(5) No- Fraudulent entry-
physical/mental

Mis.sing Data u 7 (2) 11(4,8%) (1) Yea 220(95, 2%(5) No- Erroneous entry,
physical/mental

M . . 9 Dat li,.7 (3) 4(1,7%) (1) Yes 227(98, 3%(5) No- Rqecruiter/friend
took writtetn exams Cor
trainee or coached
him/lher,

MBagging Data 7' (4) 3(1, 3%) (1) Yes 228(98. 7%)(5) No. Prior folony raco.
not reporLed.

Mijsahii DP*ta 4 7 (5) 10(4.3%) (1) Yes 2 21(95,7%)(5) No- Trainee was miisi
formed by recruiter

Missing Data 7 ,(.7(3. 0) (1) Yes 224(97. 0%)(5) No. Drug abuse
.No- Alcohol abu.t.

•Nlmi:•sigDma •g 044 . ... •. receitvod-ar7 -uv"-Judicial putilshment
S(A rtlce I. I 7%&t yVo u Ino w. V•f '"1•Z %).1) Y Z08 (,)0. 8 "')

,. ,,(5) NolF Y0S. indtc:ato of.0onM.6 for NktIl0h Itxainve wits
charged in ncxt Itom.

OFF ENSES
it AWOL 5 13. 3')'
2. Rofusial to obey orders 6 4!).
3. Insv.bordLnattion 0 0. 0%
4. Poaasesiion/iise oý drugs (i. 7',i
S. Assault without a weapon 11 0
61 Drunk and disorderly 0 0 . 0%
7, DWI (Dru.,k While driving) . 0 , 0%
8. Deutruction of troporty 0 0 0%
9. Stealins 0 0 .0%
10. Asmault with a weapon 1 6. 7%
Ill Failure to repair 1 6. 7%
12. Self-inflicted wounds 0 0 . 0%
13. Other 1 6.7%

C-9
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(S) Conaitted mu r~j Ajxj&LVjjox he LX.

Missing Data a 7 (1) 10(4. 3%) (1) Yet 2Z1(96. 7%)(5) No- AWOL
Missing Data a 7 (2) 45(19.5%7)(1) Yes 186(80.574(5) No- Refusal to obey

orders
Missing Data a 7 (3) 36(19. 6%)(1) Yes 195(84.44%)(5) No- Insubordination
Missing Data " 7 (4) 7(3.0%) (1) Yes 224(97.0%)(5) No- Possession/use of

drugs.
Missing Data u 7 (5) 4(1 7%) (1) Yoe 227(98. 3%)(5) No. Assault without

weapon
Missing Data • 7 (6) 1(O.4%) (1) Yes 230(99. 6%)(5) No- Drun1k and disordei
Missing Data i 7 (7) 0(0.0%) (1) Yoe 231(100.0%)(5) No- DWI
Missing Data a 7 (8) 1(0. 4%) (1) Yea 230(99. 601)(5) No- Destruction of pro

a rty
Misaing Data 0 7 (9) (0 .4%o) (1) Yes 230(99. 616)(5) No- Stealing
Missing Data m 7 (10) 1(0.474) (1) Yes Z30(99. 6%/)(6) No - Asasault wit h awm vAV

Missing Data a 7 (11) 3(1,37) (1) Yoe 228(98. 6%)(5) No- Failure to repair j
Missing Data m 7 (12) 3(l,37o) (1) Yes 228(98. 6%)(9) No- Other offenses

(h) Elsse mw~ Sklow

Missing Data 7 7 (1) 13(5.6%) (1) You 218(94. 4%)(5) No- Parents dependent
on trainee for financial
support, transportatiot
work etc.

Missing Data = 7 (2) 16(6.9%) (1) Yes 215(93.1%)(5) No- Parental illnos
Missing Data = 7 (3) 18(7.8%) (1) Yos 213(92, 21)(5) No-Parental depandenk

on trainee for psychol..
ogical/emotlonal supp,

Missing Data m 7 (4) 16(6.9%) (1) Yes 215(93.1%)(5) No- Other (spocifyt._

(i) Sgou se/ilancoagi•'lfriond problems

Missing Data a 8 (1) 4(1. 7%) (1) Vu 226(98, 3%)(5) No- Is ill, epileptic,
physically Ineapa:iftet

Missing Data = 8 (2) N(2. 2%) (1) Y":1 225(97.84)(5) No- Has loft home

4..j10



(Interviewert Review list of reasons given with interviewee, then aski)

Of these reasons, in your opinion, what is the jingle D•at important

reason why__ should be discharged?

1. Emotional/puychologicalrmaladjustment 149 64. 5%
motivation/ attitude measures

2. Mental/physical aptitude 53 22.9
3, Lack of cooperation withp eers/uperiors 9 3.9
4, Committed militarty offense 7 3.0

.5 Parental problems 4 1.7
6. Spouse/fianco./girlfriend problems 4 1.
7. Fraudulent/erroneous entry 3 1. 3
S. Substance abuse z 0.9

TO'TAL 231 99,9%
Miu5s sing Data 7

jLq C•IC i Categories(miAnimum of Nm'7)

1. Trainee line excpreassed desire to get out of Army 45 19.9/0 N4
2. Trainee ia inumature 15 6.5
3. Lack of porseverencm 15 6.5
4. Slow learnor 14 6,1
5. Unwi11ig to accomplish something difficult 11 4.8
6. Lacks physical coordination 9 3.9
7. Nervous 9 3.9
S. Failed cognitive tests 7 3.0
9. Failed PT Test 7 3,0
10. Complained about Army way of life 7 3.0
11. Lacks motivation (no olaboration) 7 3.0

At (from a base of N,231)

--.I.-.,. Z l



What Ise the Lat "nd moot ±mnp"3rtant reapona atc.?

I I , Emotional /psychological maladjustmornt; 137 60. 6

3.Comraiittod military offense 13 5. 8

TOTAL ?26 100.0%
NO aBing Data 12

L*E t;(j Categories (midnimum Nm&)

1. Traineo hast expressed 4ceire to got out of Azn~y 30 13. 3*
2.Unwilling to accept instructions 19 8.,4

3. Lack ot perseverence 188.0
4. railod PT Test lz,5,3
S. Lacks physical coor~dination 10 4. 4
6. Comnplained abotit Armny way of life 10 4.,4
7. Unwilling to accomiplish ournathing dliffi cult 10 4. 4

* 8, Slow loarnor 8 3. 5
9. Throateinod to go AWvOL 8 3.5

10. Unwilling to act now personal standards and 7 3.11
try to moot thoem

!:4(from a base of N w226)
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What is the third most important reason, etc,?

MA.JOR CAT ORIE NT
1I Emotional/psychologici l Maladjustment; 115 56, 61"0

motivation/ attitude measures
2, Mental/physical aptitude 41 20. 2
3. Lack of cooperation with peers/uuperiors 18 8, 9
4. Cosmtitted military offense 12 5. 9
5. Parental problems 8 3.9
6. Spouse/fiancee/wife problms 6 3.0
7, Fraudulent/erroneous entry 3 1. 5
8. Substance abuse 0 0.0

TOTAL 203 100.010/
Ma•s uing Data 35

SP.ECIF.tCiCategories (Miiimum Na?)

1. Trainee ham expressed a desire to got out 27 13, 3%•
of Army

2. Lack of perseverence 17 8.4
3., Unwilling to accompUish something difficult 13 6.44, Lack of cooperation with superiors 11 5. 4
5. Failed PT Test 11 5.4
6. Unwilling to accept instruction or directions 10 4.9
7. Lack of cooperation with pears 7 3.4
8. Failed cognitive teats 7 3.4

-'(from a bade of N w 203)
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How did first come to your attention
as a possible dischargee under AR 635-1? (How did you first hear of

,,- _ ___._ .....- .Is problem ?)

24 (10. 8%) (1) Trainee approached interviewee
113 (50. 7%) (2) Contacted by someone else

21 (9.4%) (3) Entrance interview (face-to-face)
5 (2. Z%) (4) Demographic entrance questionnaire

40 (17. 9%) (5) Observed abnormalities
8 (3. 6%) (6) Observed delinquent behavior
12 (5.476) (7) Observed substandard perfornance

Missing Data - 15

How many weeks of the training cycle did_______ _________complete?
week of . .. _ weeks in the training cycle2

BCT AIT
S.2o0751 3.16-7

S.D. 1.1514 2.0375
Range 0-6 1-7
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3. To the beat of your knowledge, who in your company first suggested
to you that should be discharged under 635-1, or
were you the tirst person to come to that conclusion?

73 (31. 9%) (01) Nobody (I came to that conclusion on my own.)
(Of this total, all the respondents were company
commanderis.)

5 (2.2%) (02) CP CO
1 (0,44%) (03) CP XO
8 (. 5%) (04) Training Officer (S3) EM or 0

(circle)
3 (1.3%) (05) CP 1st SOT,
113 (49.3%) (06) PLT SOT (also called DI)
17 (7.4%) (07) Asst. PLT SOT (also called DI)
0 (0.0%) (08) Trainee's Pear(s)
1 (0.4%) (09) Chaplain
5 (2. 2%) (10) Army Psychiatrist/Psychologist
1 (0.4%) (11) Army Sooial Worker
1 (0.4%) (12) Army Medical Doctor ( than Psychiatrist)
0 (0. 0%) (13) Race Rolationa/EEO Counselor
0 (0.0,) (14) Substance Abuse Counselor
0 (0.0%) (15) rAO Officer
0 (0.00%) (16) Trainoe's Parent(s)
C (0.00%) (17) Trainee's WVife/Girlfriend
0 (0. 0%) (18) Other military parson(s) (specffy .. _ _j
1 (0. 4%) (19) Other civilian pernon(s)(specify: . .

Missing Data a 9

4. What threo.perions were most involved in
(Note: This iWvolves only those who had face-to-face contact with
trabiee)

1 (0. 4`,%):!, (01) No one, other that% myself (This respondent: was a
00n1prny commander)

192 (82.4%) (02) CP CO14 (.9%) (0A) CP Xo

Z4 (10. 1%) (04) .Training Officer (S3)
19 (16. 4%) (05) CP lot SOT
211 (88. 7,116) (06) PiT SOT (also called DI)

(List continued)
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97 (40.8%Yo) (07) ASST. PLT SOT (also called DI)
11 (4.66%) (08) Chaplain
17 (7.1%) (09) Psychiatrist /Psychologist
5 (2. 1%) (10) Social Worker
0 (0.00%) (11) Race Relationm/EEO Counselor
0 (0. 0 %) (1Z) Substance Abuse Coururolor
0 (0. 0%) (13) JAO Officer
3 (1, 3%) (14) Behavioral Science Technician
1 (0,4%) (15) Medical Officer
5 (P. 1/o) (16) Other military person

*'(Total of 238

S( CORCOMPANY CO OR 1.4REPRESENTATIVE ONLY)

5. How niany counseling sessions were completed before
racuived final approval for his discharge

mcler AR 635-1? number)

: : 6,6667 SD. D 3, 6124 Range 1 0 - 35 MD - 7

6, How many days did it taMt to evaluate Is case
a~nd forward yotir reormiumdation to the flTN C0T cl__ ays.

111,126 S., 1%) 1.H. 3591 Range 1 0 - 45 MD - 7

7, Ilow nauy days did it take from the day you submitted your
Wvitton approval to 1.TN till the clay you received final approval
c(, If t h is ichat',1o? . .... days.

1 5 3. !) S.D. 1 2.800., Ranlge 1 0 - 14 MD - 7

Wh, imi, ltigdll yuirsel, has submittuttod av ritton ovaluation
f '? (Up to three peoplt)

:136 (5 7. '111) (01) GP CO
Itl (64 7%) (02) cP XO

0- (8t ",,) (03) CP TRA OFF
(6, 310) (04) CP Ist STII

193 (81, 8%) (05) PLT SOT
75 (31. 5%) 0 06) Asst PLT SOT
3 (1. 3%) (07) Chaplain
1 (0, 4%) (08) Asst. Chaplain
21 (8. 8%) (09) Army Psychiatrist /Psychologitit
10 (4. 2%) (10) Army Mental ] rql~iano Spocialist (EM)

(List continued)
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4 (1. 7%) (11) Army Sncial Worker

0 (0%) (12) Military Lawyer
0 (0%) (13) Leagal Assistant
0 (0%) (14) Race Rloations/EEO Counselor '-

0 (0%) (15) Substance Abuse Counselor
6 (a.5%) (16) Bttn. Conninander
1 (0. 4%) (17) Medical Officer or Doctor
1 (0. 4%) (18) Other

(Since three responses par interviewee were allowed,
the percentage colunui exceeds 100. 0%)

9, Since -,' ditw'hargo was approveat
acotpjany Levol: W \Vheiore hais he been quartored?

145 (63.0%) (01) Regular plattoon barracks (not moved)
83 (36,1%) (02) With othor 635-1 Is in special company area
2 (0.9%) (03) Secluded by hnimsel/hlermalf
0 (0%) (04) Special platoon of soldiers displaying poor

adjustmaent to nifitary life
0 (0%) (05) Outside company area (whet .... ....._)___
0 (0%) (00) Other (specify , -._-_---__ -_______

Missing Datai -a

10. What cluties hlis he booti nasigned during this period (i. e., after
discharge approved at conipanty level)?

135 (58. 71) (01) Continued rnoRIal trainlng with rest of ruuipany
91 (39. 61,v) (0 ) AsHi.ged special dtittes (specify.
0 (0",',) (0 9) Confied t cjj)pfnty arema w/no aSsigned

dot.lIc

1 (0. 410) (04) Cotint.d to barracks w/no special duties
3 (Io, 3) (05) Ot0ei dispositioll

Mis.ini D1nta - 8
11, Since __ Is recon-uietndation for discharge was

approved bh' jh A61r , wlhore has he been quartered?

89 (3),919%) (01) Regudar plttoon barracks (not nmoved)
129 (57.8%) (02) With other 635-l's in special conmpany area
a (0. 9%) (03) Secluded by himself
0 (0%) (04) Special platoon of soldiers displaying poor

adjustment to military life
0 (0%) (05) Outside company area (specify: where -

3 (1.30) (06) Oteri (spefy, .

Missing Data - 15
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12. WVhat duties has he been assigned during this period?

11 (5.,0%) (01) Continued normal training with rest of
company

208 (93.7%) (02) Assigned special dutios (specify which
dutioal- )

0 (0) (03) Ckon1finad to compny ar/ith no assign~ed
duties

1 (0. 5%) (04) Confined to barracks only with no assigned
duties

a (0.9%) (05) Other (specify: -
N.usstng Data .16

13. Perceived pressur, from above:

a, Did you feel/perceive any unduo pressure from
a person above you in the chain of comnmand to
either discharge or not discihrgo traiaee?

13 (5.7%) (01) Yes (go to 13b)
Z17 (94. 3%) (02) NW (skip to 14 and code 13b '001 and 3e "10")

b, W YES, please describe what happened. (Record
pr imapn ry source of pressure)

0 (0%) (01) BOE Co
0 (0%) (02) flOE XO
0 (50, 0%) (03) B'33N Co
0 (0%) (04) IITN XO
0 (0%) (U5) cP CO
0 (0%) (o0) C1" Xo
0 (0%) (07) CP 111RA OrF
0 (0%) (08) CP lst. SCIT
0 (0%) (09) CP PLT SOT
0 (0'%) (10) ASST PLT SOT
2 (16, 7%) (11) Chaphlin
0 (0%) (1Z) Chaplain Amat
1 (8. 3%) (13) Army Psychiatrist /Psychologist
0 (0,%) (14) Army Mental Hygiene Specialist (EM)
0 (0%) (15) Army Social Worker
0 (0%) (16) Military Lawyer
0 (0%) (17) Legal Assistance (EM)
0 (0%) (18) Ruce Relations/EEO Counselor
0 (0%) (19) Substance Abuse Counmelor
2 (16. 7%) (20) Other person (specify.

(List continued)
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0 (01,11 (99) Not ASL'ortainhlabt

0 (8. 3o) (00) NtApi~ht

Mleissing Data -26

Type of prtessure
Perso~n AbovV'1. Fvu'trnc~e

14Disch.targe Rataill

5 (41.71,) I 3(05.014)
u 4 (1) I (2)

(4)

. Mil1$ 14 IAW -122

14, Paeo 'o promour from bolow

0 (14. (01) YoCtt (golo1b
10 (8 5 8) (02) 1CNo .Xp oISwdce14 00 ad4c")

0~isn (0%) (03 1 19

0 (011) (04) I1AN Q NO

0 0) (0~ k) IINO(

0 (01;) C,) P C 0

0 (%) (07) CP TRA OFF
r~l ti) (08) Cf' 11t $()T

a 3 (74. 2 ) (09) 1 S . '' 5 '

0 (01%) (1 1) Ch,-plai%0 Ats~t
0 (00m (13) Arma~y PuIydýl1ati'ist/Ps*ydl~io1sist
0 0) (4 A rmy Moaital Itlisi Spovialist (EM)

0 (0%) (W)) A rmy Swial~i WVorkor
0 (0) 1(1) liMfil-tary Li~wyer
0 (00$) (17) Lollai Assistimeo (EUM)
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0 (0%) (1$) Raco Relat.Lo~f/EEO Counisclor

0 10%) 9) u a Abuse Counselor
1 3 % (Z0) Other+ Persion (llPeci(yV..... ...

0 (0%) (99) Not &scertainab1O

0 (0%) (00) Not applicablo
M1651I;g Data - 207

c. Record tyPe of prossurel

Personx Below's Preference

mDisch~r o Discthah

8t16(9.3%)

O• M~si'~~tg Di~ta - Zil!

15, DId you (g@el 9,o..•r~d by &I wiitt•,,rQ%~ :,ot r r@,;eu1RttC`'n'

Lissuod by theo Ariny to oithor diseihargO o... eti-
17 14) (01 435) 0Y0,o?

2L+3 (9a, 6%) to5) 'Nomissing Data - 8

Ir YES, peOtieyt

5nirok~i of ifltlQfce

___(I) otwouragad 635-1 dischargo

._('•) d..L'owalod 6A35-1 di•cthargo

16. Now, 1 want to ask you somle gtieorad questionsD about the

T raiioo Dischairgo P rogram.,

FiLrst, do you havo any ric tIxflS I towar!d changiL•g the

program to fmko it mo•a' iir, e0 ficiout and/or effoctivo as

rtolatod tot

a., An~~ntjou of writtet docutt•oenta ti ei oqxI•red

XZ(LS t:]•) •,) Cta~ to 1S ~ ~ Y - ----- ' - --- = ............ mil

.. . .. .- - - - - - .

(Cotxt jnuted)
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6 5 (S4. *P1~ 5) No Chtange

Missing Data - 6

b, Iy~ (foarmat) of written evaluation ro'quired

£29(37. 70,1) (1) CMango (Specify:

48(62, 30/t) (5) NO Change
Mioating Data - 6

ArCOt oflnetkn o Qe s Ovalu~~tlon Rild for.-
4ward roconmmndatiott sM comp~ny lovelh

5 8(75, 311,) (5) NO Ghalge
Missing D.ata - 6

d.Ammi0nt of tim~o taken to pr ceoas evalu:ation~ from~
Co:lipally to highot' (1IWE GO, Poit. CO, etc, )lovol.

~O( 'e, %) 1) Cnge(spoci fyi

5-1(-M. O'ý") (, ) No Chati:go
MNtssing Ilahtil

U.Aniount of hvit' take'n bL'tw%'aa finial aproalconmpltioi
of all p ponvork .ancl Itraiiov't's cliist.argLv.

40~51,9%)(1) Challge' (spoifify.....

37(48.10,') (5) NoCmn .
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f. Are there any other changes that you would recom-
mend?

48(6Z. 3%) (1) Change (Specify: ... . . .. ..

37(37, 7%) No Change

Missing Data - 6

Interviewert Describe situational context of the interview below.

- (1) Yes - (5) No Did you have privacy throughout
the course of the interview?

- (1) Yes - (5) No Was interviewee assured of con-
fidentiality of information obtained?

- (1) Yea - (5) No Were there any distractions within
the setting?

Other Conrnients: ...... ____•_-., .__

* not tabulated
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US ARMY TRAINEE DISCHARGE PROGRAM EVALUATION

Discharges Telephone Interview Questionnaire

Dischargee ID No. No. of weeks since discharged

X :6.1737

S.D. : . 5764
"Ranga: I - 13

Interviewer: TJM MD RB Other Datea Aug/Sop

PRIOR TO ENXTJENQ THE ARMY

iHow much schooling did you have prior to your entering the Army?

s5 (6.03%) (01) Completed grade school or less
11 I2 (47. 1%) (02) Solna t'gh, school

S66 (Z 7, 1%) (03) Cornpleted high schoolp received

S~diploma
•18 (7.6% (04) Cornpleted Uigh school$ QED

2-6 (10.9%) (05) Soil-t college

1 (0,4%0) (06) Completed collage (bachelor's degree)
0 (0. 0%) (07) Some graduate school

Now I woufld like to ask someo questions about the circumstances

under which you grow up - say until you were sixteen years old.'

Which one of the following typos of conmnunitios describe the
place where you spont most of your time while you were growing
up? (3ist conimunit Los)

73 (30.7%) (01) Large city
36 (15,1%) (02) Small city
17 (7.1%) (03) Suburb of city
77 (32,44%) (04) Small town
35 (14.7%) (05) Rural area or farm
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Which one of the United States (or its possessions) did you live in
most of the time while you were growing up?

Northeastern 38(16.0%)
0(0.0%) (01) Maine 8(3.4%) (07) Now York
5(2.1%) (02) New Hampshire 2(0.8%) (08) Now Jersey
3(1.3%) (03) Vermont 6(2. 5%) (09) Pennsylvania
5(2.1%) (04) Massachusetts 0(0.0%) (10) Delaware
3(1. 3%) (05) Rhode Island 2(0.8%) (11) Maryland
1(0.4%) (06) Connecticut 3(G. 3%) (12) West Virginia

Southern 75(31.4%)
6(2.5%) (13) Virginia 11(4. 6%) (19) Tennessee
2(0.8%) (14) North Carolina 14(5.9%) (20) Kentucky
2(0.8%) (15) South Carolina 5(2.1%) (21) Arkansas
1(0.4%) (16) Georgia 16(6. 7%) (22) Texas
4(l. 7%) (17) Alabama 8(3.4%) (23) Louisiana
4(1. 7%) (18) Mississippi 2(0.8%) (24) Florida

Midwest 106(39.5%)
15(6. 3%) (25) Ohio 6(2. 5%) (32) Kansas
12(5.0%) (26) Indiana 5(R.1%) (33) Iowa
28(11.8%) (27) Michigan 3(1. 3%) (34) Oklahoma
14(5.9%) (28) Illinois 12(5. 0%) (35) Missouri
7(2.9%) (29) Wisconsin 0(0.0%) (36) N. Dakota
3(1. 3%) (30) linnesota 0(0.0%) (37) S. Dakota
1(0.4%) (31) Nebraska

SRock Moui.,in 7(2.9%)
1(0. 4%) (38) Idaho 0(0.0%) (42) Utah
0(0.0%) (39) Montana 1(0.4%) (43) Nevada
0(0. 0,) (40) Wyoniing 0(0. 0%) (44) Now Mexico
2(0.8%) (41) Colorado 3(1. 3%) (45) Arizona

Pacific Coast 11(4. 6%)
7(2.9%) (46) California 3(1. 3%) (48) Washington
1(0. 4%) (47) Oregon 0(0.10%) (49) Alaska

Pacific Area 0(0.0%) Caribbean 0(0.0%)
0(0.0%) (50) Hawaii 0(0, 0%) (52) Puerto Rico
0(0.0%) (51) Guam 0(0.0%) (53) Virgin Islands

Foreign Country 1(0.4%)
1(0.4%) (54) Name of country: France

Wore both of your parents alive during most of the time you were

growing up - say until you were sixteen or seventeen years old ?

222 (93.3%) (01) Yes
12 (5.0%) (02) No, father deceased

(List continued)
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T
(continued from the preceding page)

3 (1, 3%) (03) No, mother deceased
0 (0.0%) (04) No, both parents deceased
1 (0.4%) (05) Don't know

.IF YES, what was your parents' marital status most of the time
while you were growing up? Were they married and living to-
gether or what?

167 (75.2%6) (01) Yes, married and living together
19 (8."6%) (02) No, married, but nut living together;

separated, legally or otherwise
33 (14./9%) (03) No, divorced
0 (0.0%) (04) No, unmarried, t living together

(including "common law" marriage)
3 (1.4%) (05) No, unmarried and no living together
0 (0.0%) (06) No, other status (specify: _

Missing Data - 16

Who did you live with most of the time while you were growing up?

165 (69.6%o) (01) Parents (or stop-parents)
13 (5."5%) (02) Parent and step-parent
45 (19.00%) (03) Mother (or step-mother) only
3 (1. 30%) (04) Father (or step-father) only
8 (3.4%) (05) With relative(s) from immediate family
0 (0.00%) (06) With other relativo(s) and/or legal

gua rdlian(s)
3 (1.33%) (07) In other situation (specify: _ --_ ---

Missing Data - I

What was the primp.ry occuipation of the head of the household in
which you lived during most of the time you were growing up?
(Specify type of work and position held: . ... .... . . ..
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IHead of Household Occupation (Duncan Socio - Economic Index Scores)

Score Number percentae
90 -100 0 (0.0)
80 - 89 3 (1,4)
70 - 79 5 (2.4)
60 - 69 4 (1.9)
so. 59 9 (4.3)
40 - 49 29 (13.4)
30 - 39 26 (12.0)
20- 29 31 (14.S)
10 - 19 91 (42.2)
0- 9 18 (8.4)

Totals 216 (101.5)

M 26.954
S.D. 17,583
Range : 2 - 87

Missing Data - 22

Specific Occup~ation u e Percentage*1
7wrman, manaago'i'a•rvisor 19 (8, 0)
Truck, bus, taxi driver 17 (7.1)
Farming, landscaping, etc 17 (7.1)
Machine operator 15 (6. 3)
Factory worker 13 (5.4)
1 (N.E.C.)

Housewife 13 (5.4)
Service (unskilled) 11 (4. 6)
Mechanic 10 (4.2)
Carpenter 9 (3.8)
Service (skilled, N.E.C.) 7 (2.9)
Salos, general 7 (2.9)

"f'(N_ 7)

How many brothers and sister@ did you have? (Specify number,
including step-brothers/simters) I

Brothers Sksters Sibling|s
2. 0506 2.1176 4, 2101

S. D 1.5006 1 .61 2,486Z_
Range O - 8 , 0 -,13
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When you werc growing up did you feel fairly close to your father
(or male guardian)?

163 (73.4%) (01) yes
59 ( 26. 6 0') (05) No
0 (0. 0%) (08) 1 did not know my father

Missing Data - 16

When you were growing up did you feo] fairly close to your mother
(or Carnal.. guardian)?

211 (89.4%) (01) yes
as (10. 6%") (05) No
0 (0.070) (08) 1 did not know my mother

Missing Data - 2

When you were growing up, how much did you want to be the k~ind
of person your father (or m-Ale guardian) is when you became an
adult?

64 (29. 5%) (01) Very much
38 (17. 5%) (02) Somewhat
38 (17. 5%) (03) A little,
34 (15. 711) (04) Not vory nmuch
43 (19. 8%) (05) Not at all
0 (0. 0%) (08) 1 did not know my father.

Missing Data -21

H~ow much did you want to be like the kind of peroon your mother
(or female guardian) is?

61 (26. 2%) (01) Very much
49 (21. 011/) (02) Somewhat
47 (20. 2%) (03) A little
27 (11. 6%) (04) Not very much
49 (21. MAI) (05) Not at all
0 (0.0%) (08) 1 did not know my mother,

Missing Datit - 5

Do you have a father or a brother who spent more thani four years in
any military service?

101 (43, 3%) (01) yes
132 (56.7%6) (05) No

Missing Data - 5
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What langkkfimgo %Vs mpokel 1most C:olmlo~nly among your (Arnily and

j30 (9(3. 6%) (01) nglkish
6 (Z,%) (OZ) Spanlish
1 (0, 4%) (03) Po rtUg•m

(0,4%) (04) Other -

Now I would liko to ask you mson. questions about the circum-
sta•tces muder which you were living just prior to enlisting in the
Army,

•) rionr to entering thn Army, what was your marital status?

1.$ (6 1, 9%) (01) Single

46 (19S3%) (03) Married (Inclhding %coI"Aon law
marri ag e)

7 (9,9%) (04) Legally Aapl'rand I I. divorced
0 (0.0%) .(05) Widowed
0 (0,0%) (06) Other status (spocify.

I V'MAajIr.ILklL T.0)

Whot wa#, your wife dining just prior to your entering the service
otthen thon niriial housea'k'?

A0 (40, 5%) (01) U11MPlOyed, non -s11-itudenlt
91 (10. k %s) (Oý 0T oop) high sch Iool studient

0 (0, 0%) (03) UleMployeyl, vollege rtudent
:i' (A4. S %) (04) I'ki•,loyid, fullt-time work

3 (. ~) 0~) t~niployed, p% rt-time /seas otial work,
studtont,

(4, 1%) (06) Employed, paWt:.ttmeseonal york,
nonl -stuidelt

0 (0. 0%) (07) Other mativity (speciryl

MktluM ~t•- lil

Would you describe your marriage as beotig a happy ote just prior
to youir njitol'htig the Armyly?

39 (t84, 8%) (01) y 0s
7 (02 •%) (0;) No

Misig fDlatm, -1
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Did your marital status change while you were on active duty in the
Army?

(5.0%) (01) yes
226 (95.0%) (0a) No
ILP Y98i What was your marital status during most of the time you.

were on active duty?

98 3%) (02 Engagede

0 0,0% (6 Ohe sate(specifyi________

MisnIDt-2
Has your marital status chan~ged since you were discharged from the
A rmy?7

8 (3.4%) (01) Yes

(250% (0) arried(incudn coomo law marriage)

1 (1. 5% (0) Leallyseprate ordivorced

0 (0. 0%) (06) Other status (specifyt _________

Missing Dikta - 230

At the tima you decided to en~list in the Army, were you working at a :
job for 0hich you ware being paid?

116 (48.7%) (01) yes

IVY What type of work were you doing?

Occupation Before Entered Army (Duncan Socio-Economic Index Scores)

90 -100 00.)

so-89 0 (0.0%)

(List continued)
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(continued from preceding page)

Score, Number . P6rcsnta2e
0 (0.0 0

60l 6! i (0.9%)so. 59 0 (0,0%)
40.-49 8 (6. 8%)
30 .-39 12 (10, 3%)

20 - 29 12 (10,3%)
LO 19 59
0 . 25 (21.4%)

TTotals 143 (100.3%)
19.615

S. D.i 11.547
Range: 4 - 62

Missing Data - 121

S2ecific Occ, ation Numbea r 4
Gau itation attendotat 10 (8.5%)
Truck/bus/taxi drivor 10 (8. 5%)
Food preparation 9 (7.7%)
Custodian 8 (6.8%)
Auto, aircraft aissmbly 7 (6.0%)

(N~ 7)

Did you have any supervisory responsibility over other employees?

23 (19.88%) (01) Yes
93 (80, 2%) (05) No

Missing Data - 122

How many hours a week were you working for which you were being
paid?

89 (76.1%) (01) 40 or more; full-time
28 (23.9%) (05) Less than 40 hours; part.time

Missing Data - 121

Was your job permanent and year - around or temporary and possibly
seasonal in nature?

89 (76.1%) (01) Permanent, year around
28 (23.9%) (05 Temporary, seasonaL

Missing Data - 121
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About how many dollars were you earning per week on that job?
14 (12.1%) (01) Less than $50
44 (37.9%) (02) $51 - 100
34 (29.3%) (03) 101 1SO
17 (14.7%) (04) 151w 200
7 (6.0%) (05) $201 or more

"2,6466
SAD. - 1.0753
Range - I - 5
Missing Data - 122SOverall, were you mostly satisfied or mostly dissatisfied with that job?

79 (67. 5%) (01) Satisfied.11 (9.4%) (02) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
27 (23.1%) (03) Dissatisfied

Missing Data - 121

jF Y E I Why did you leave that job?
74 (64,9%) (01) Quit to join the Army
9 (7.9%) (02) Quit fox, other reasons (specify:

3 (2. 6%) (03) Laid off (temporarily) (specify number
of months before enlistingt i

8 (7.00%) (04) Laid off (permanently) (specify number of
months before enlisting: _ _)

3 (2.6%) (05) Firod (specify reason:

14 (12. 3%) (06) Logistical arrangements3 (2.6%) (07) Better situation elsewhere

Missing Data - 124

Were you enrolled in a school or training course when you decided to
enlist in the Army?
61 (25.7%) (01) Yel

176 (74. 3%) (05) No

Missing Data - 1

What type of school or course?

38 t2. 3%) (01) High school
3 (4.9%) (02) Night school for GED

11 (18.0%) (03) Technical training
9 (14.8%) (04) College/university
0 (0.0%) (05) Other (specify: ________)

Missing Dnta - 177
0-31
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Were you.going to school full - time or part - time?

49 (80.3%) (01) Full - time
12 (19. 7%) (02) Part - time

Mis sing Data - 17?

Were you bothered by financial problems just prior to entering
the Army?

86 (36.2%) (01) Yes
15Z (63.8%) (02) No

With whom were you living before you enlisted?

165 (69.3%) (01) With parent(s)
12 (500%) (0Z) With other relatives
33 (13.9%) (03) With wife
0 (0.0%) (04) With wife's parents
4 (1. 70/0) (05) With friends
8 (3.4%) (06) Alone
10 (4. 2%) (07) In-laws/parents and wife
6 (2.5%) (08) Other

The following question is concerned about the relations you had with
your parents (or guardian), jobs, and school experiences you had
when you were growing up. If you did not live with your parents
(or guardian) or never held a job, please check "Not applicable"
for the appropriate itum. I will read you a& It am. Pleaso tell
me whether or not the described experience was true or generally
true for you.

Item True Not Not
., (I) AT..llabty (0)

My family was happy 204 34 0
together (85. 7%) (14.376) (0.00%)
I did not like school 113 125 0

(47,5%) (52.6%) (0.0%)

My parents depended 26 212 0
on me for financial (10.9%) (89.1%) (0.0%)
suppo rt .i

(Table continued on nt.xt page)

K-3



(continued from preceding page)

Item True Not Not
__.........__ _ (True (5) ABnligable (0)

FoICiM a steady job was 66 16Z 0
difficult for rrA (28.9%) (71.1%) (0.0%)

Minssing Data :0

I had difficulty with 109 129 0school work (45, 8%) (54. , (0.0%f)

My family did things 185 53 0
together (77.7%) (22.3%) (0.010)

Jobs I held were boring 89 138 0
(39.2%) (60.8%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 11

I had to take care of my 33 195 0
brothers and sisters (14. 5%) (85.5%) (0.0%)

Nissing Data - 10

I enjoyed school 134 103 0
(56. 5%) (43.5%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 1

My parents (or guardian) 216 21 0
were concerned about my (91.1%) (8.9%) (0.0%)
welfar Mssin Data - 1

I frequently lost jobs 21 206 0
because I arrived late (9. 3%) (90.7%) (0.0%)
to work Missing Data - 11

My parents (or guardian) 114 124 0
were not happy with tite (47.9%) (52.1%) (0.0%)
grades I received in
school

I would usually take a job 32 195 0
and quit after a few days (14.1%) (85.9%) (0.0%)
or weeks Missing Data - 11

I felt I could talk to my 155 70 0
father (or male guardian) (68.9%) (31.1%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 13

(Table continued on next page)
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(continued from preceding page)

Item True Not Not
(1) TCrue (5)_ A,;licable ()I

My teachers did not 45 188 0
care for me (19.3%) (80.7%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 6

I had difficulty getting 22 205 0
along with people I worlted (9. 7%) (90.3%) (0.0%)
with Missing Data - 11

I felt I could talk to my 196 4.0 0
mother (or female guar. (83.1%) (16.9%) (0.0%)
dis) 1Missing Data - 2

My parents (or legal 179 4• 0
guardians) were happy (80.6%) (19.4%) (0. 0%)
together Missing Data - 16

I often changed from 77 149 0

job to job (34.1%) (65.9%) (0. U%)

Missing Data - 1?

I often had to help my 88 150 0
farrdly (37.0%) (63.0%) (0.0%)

I enjoyed working 203 24 0
(89./4%) (10. 6%) (0. 0%)

Mi s sing Data - 11

I participated in group 139 98 0
activities (Scouting (58. 6%) (41.4%) (0.0%)
programs, 4-H Club,
youth clubs, school
•roiects) Missing Data - 1

I participated in organized 161 77 0
team sports (67.6/o) (32.4%) (0.0%)
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Now we want to read you a list of thing. you might have done when
you were growing up that could have gotten you into trouble. Re-
meniber, the qiestionnaire is anonymous and your answers Cannot
be traced back to you, so please give honest answers,

Please tell us how mnny times you did the following things when
you were growing up.,

14

I stayed Out fM7Tiith~ 47 8 15 1 1 151
my parents (or guar- (19.7%) (3,4%) (6. 3%) (7.1%) (63.4%)
dians) said I could

I ran away from home 153 41 25 10 9
(64, 3%) (17. 211) (10, 5%)(4, ZY) (3.8%)

.I took momething not 116 36 25 17 44
imging to me worth (48. 7%) (15.1%) (10. 5%) (7.1%) (18, 5%)

SuW than $50

I went onto 8omo0<ne'1 132 29 25 17 35
land or into some house (55. 5%) (1, U1 %) (10. 5%) (7,.1%) (14., 7%)
or building when I was
not supposed to be there

I act fire to someono 225 9 .1 0 1
alse's property on (94.5%) (3.8%) (1. 3%) (0.0%) (0. 41')
purpose

I a rgued o'r haad a Qilht 79 21 22 17 99
with one of my parents (a3.2,) (8.8%) (9. 2110) (7. 1) (41, 6%)

1 got into trouble with 116 57 18 18 29
the police because of (48. 7%) (23. 91) (7. 6%) (7.6%) (12. 2%)
somethkig I did

I hurt someone badly 162 34 14 11 16
enough to require (69.4%) (14. 3%) (5. 9%) (4.6%) (6.81"v)
bandages or a doctor
for their injuries MiWging Data - I

I damaged school pro- 209 12 11 1 5
perty on purpose (87.8%) (5. 0%) (4.6%) (0.4%) (Z.100)

(Table contilnued on next page)
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(continued from precedtin page)

0! .4.1 0
z N

I took something from 112 39 31 11 45
a store without paying (47.3%) (16. 0%) (13.1%) (4.67%) (19.00%)
fo r it Missing Data - I

I hit a teacher 198 24 7 4 5
(83. 2%) (10.1%) (2.9%1) (1. 7%1) (2.1%)

I drank an alcoholic 68 6 15 13 136
beverage (liquor, wine, (28.6%) (2. 5%) (6. 3%) (5.5%) (57.1%)
beer) without my parents,
permission

I took a ca r that did not belong 218 14 1 0 5
to someone in my family without (91. 6%) (5.9%) (0,4%) (0, 0%) (2,1%)
pormission of the owner

I hit my father 204 15 8 2 9
(85.7%) (6.3%) (3.4%) (0,6%) (3.8%)

I tookpartinsa fight where a 142 25 19 14 38
bunchof my friends wore against (59. 71%) (10. 5%)(8. 0%) (5.9%) (16.0%)
anothe r bunch of kids

I took something not bolonging 197 23 6 4 8
to nmeworth more than $50 (82.8%) (9. 70) (2. 5%) (1.7%) (3.4%)

I had to bring myparont ' to 109 40 26 23 39
school because of some trouble (46.0%) (16. 9%) (11. 0%) (9.17%) (16.5%)
I got into Missing Data - 1

I skipped a dayof school without 44 21 15 21 137
a proper excuse (18. 5%) (8.8%) (6. 3%) (8.8%) (57.6%)

lusedaknife or gun (or some 229 3 1 3 F

other weapon) to get someth•ng (96.2%) (1. 3%) (0.8%) (0.4%) (1. 3%)
from another person
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How many times did the following things happen to you while youwere growing up?

I have been:

0

Arrested by civilian 159 37 11 16 is
authorities (66,8%) (15. 5%) (4, 6%) (6. 7%) (6.3%)

Convicted of a crime 196 27 8 5 2
by a civilian court (82.4%) (11.*3%) (3.4%) (2.1%) (0.8%)

Suspended from school 113 51 22 21 31

for disciplinary reasons (47. 5%) (21.4%) (9.27a) (8, 8%) (13. 0%)

Expelled from school 193 27 8 1 8
(81.47o) (11.4%) (3.4%) (0.4%) (3.4%)

Prior to entering the service, how often did you use each of the
following for other than medical reasons?

UU

z
Marijuana 112 30 8 4 15 29 40
(pot, hashislg (47.1%) (1U. 6%) (3.4%) (1. 7%) (6. 3%) (12. 2%) (16. 8%)
grass, Mary-
Jane)

Stimulants 188 14 4 1 17 10 4
(uppers, (79.0%) (5.9%) (1.7%) (0.4%) (7.1%) (4. 2%) (1.7%)
speed, bennies,
pep pills, etc.)

Depressants 191 13 12 4 9 4 5
(downers, (80.3%) (5.57o) (5.0%o) (1.7%) (3.8%) (1.7%) (2.1%)
yellow jackets,
THC, mandrax,
quaaludc , otc.)

(Table crtýued on next pags)
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(continued from preceding page)

SI, ii

I)4)
U

0 0 0

j A A......
Beer and/or 2-4 1. 4 4 41 8s 59
wine (10.1%) (4.6%) (5.9%) (1.7%) (17. 2%) (35.7%)(24.8%)

Opiates 220 7 7 0 1 1
(Heroin, (92.4%) (2.9%) (2.9%) (0.0%) (0.4%) (0.4%) (0.8%)
hore, smack#
"8"l, morphine,
opium, otQ',

Hard liquor 81 25 30 8 47 38 9
(gin, vodka, (34. 0%) (10, 5%) (12,6%) (3.4%) (19. 7%) (16. 0%) (3. 8%)
whiakey, etc)

Hallucinogens 200 14 7 3 5 8 1
(LSD, men- (84.0%) (5.9%) (2.9%) (1. 3%) (2.1%) (3.4%) (0.4%)
caline, peyote)

In general, how satisfied were you with civilian life just prior to your
enlisting in the Army? Would you say you were generally:

138 (58.0%) (01) Satisfied
21 (8. 8,i%) (02) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
79 (33. 2%) (03) Dissatisfied
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RECRUlTING PROCESS

Now I would like to ask you about the process by which you were
recruited into the Army,

When you made the decision to enlist in the Army, did you make the
decision pretty much by yourself, or did you talk to others before
deciding?

90 (38.0%) (01) Made decision by self
147 (62.0%) (02) Talked to others

Missing Data - 1

It you talked to others, who did you talk to about it? For each person
you talked to about the decision to enlist, ask the follwing question:
Was . generally for or against the idea of you
joining the Army? (Chock appropriate coluhnv for each item)

4.44

1*4 44

14 !

P~ersons -4 ;r '-<7
Cons•ulted . . ._ ...... .
Father or step-fathor 34 4 12 6

(,0. 7') (7.1 o) (21. 4%) (10. 71"o)

Missing Dat - 182

Mother or step-mother 28 3 9 7
(09. oo*o) (6. 4%t) (19.1%) (14.9%)

Missing Data - 191

Brother(s) 12 0 1 0
( .Y%) (0, 0%) (7.7 %) (0. 0%)

Missing Data - 225

Sister(s) 4 0 0 0
-(100.0%) (0. 0%) (0.00%) (0. 0%)

Missing Data - 234

(Table continuedt oni followinl pa ge)
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(continued from preceding page)

1.0 40

Wife 14 z 7 0

(60.9%) (8.7%) (30.4%) (0.0%)

Missinrg Data - 215

Wife's parent(s) 4 0 0 0
(100.o0%) (. 0%0) (0. 0%) (0. 0%)

Missing Data - 234

Fiancee 3 2 2 0
(42.9%) (28.6%) (28.6%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 231

Girlf riend(s) 4 1 5 0

(40.0%) (10.0%) (50.0%) (0.0%)

Missing Data 22 8

Boyfriend(s) 53 7 12 3
(70. 7%) (9.3%) (16.0%) (4.0%)

Missing Data - 163

Army recruiter(S) 90 1 1 0
(97.8%) (1.1%) (1.1%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 146

Relatives (otrb r) 14 2 2 0
(77.88%) (11. 1%) (1h1%) (0.00%)

Missing Data - 220

Boss 1 0 1 0
(50.0%) (0.0%) (50.0%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 236

Others 3 0 5 1
(33.3%) (0.0%) (55.6%6) (11.%) 1%

Missing Data - 229
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In your opinion, which 2Ul of the persons that you talked to had the
most influence on your decision to onlist In the Army?

15 (10. 2%) (01) Father
8 (5.4%) (02) Mother
3 (2,0%/) (03) Brother(s)
0 (0.0%) (04) Sister(s)
6 (4. i%) (05) Wife
1 (0. 7%o) (06) Fiancee
4 (2.7%0) (07) Oirlfriend
31 (21.1%) (08) Boyfriend
52 (35.4%) (09) Army recruiter
9 (6.1%) (10) Uncle, cousin, other relatives
13 (8.8 %) (11) Nobody
5 (3.4%) (77) Others

Missing Data - 91

Did your recruiter guarantee you your choice of training?

187 (78.6%) (01) Yes
51 (21.4%) (05) No

Did your recruiter guarantee you your choice of duty station (or unit
of choice)?

136 (57. 6%) (01) Yes
100 (42.4%) (05) N6

Missing Data - 2

Did you decide to enlist in the Army before or after you talked with
an Army recruiter?

159 (66.8%) (01) Before
79 (33.2%) (05) After

If you had a job at the time you decided to enliov, did your employer
promise that your job would be waiting for yon when you were discharged
from the Army?
37 (37.0%) (01) Yes
63 (63.0%) (05) No

Missing Data - 138

Was the job waiting for you after you were discharged ?

44 (53, 0%) (01) Yes
39 (47.0%) (02) No

Missing Data - 155
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Prior to Xour ant!& SA thArmy, did anyone tell you or suggest
to you that you couldbe honorably discharged prior to completi-g
your term of enlistment simply because you did not choose to stay
in the Army?

13 (6.3%) (01) Yes
194 (93.776) (05) No

Missing Data - 31

IFYES who told or suggested that to youl

9 (75.0%) (01) Recruiter
1 (8. 3%) (02) Friend not in the Army
1 (8.3%) (03) Friend in the Army
0 (0. 0%) (04) Relative not In the Array
1 (8. 3%) (05) Relative in the Army
0 (0.0%) (06) Follow Army recruit
0 (0. 0%) (07) National Guard unit officer
0 (0. 00) (08) National Guard unit NCO
0 (0. 0%) (09) National Guiard unit EM
0 (0. 0%) (10) Army Reserve unit officer
0 (0.0%) (11) Array Riserve unit NCO
0 (0. 0%) (12) Array Redserve unit EM
0 (0.070) (77) Other person (specifyi

Missing Data - 226

What Was the 1p4ijay reason you decided to enlist in the Army?
(Code one category)

47 (19. 9%) (01) Obtain steady job
53 (~2215%) (02) Receive special training or obtain

a skill
10 (4. 2%) (03) Become eligible for vetaranut

benefits
6 (2,5%) (04) Pursue Army career
21 (8.9%) (05) Travel to new places; foreign travel
14 ~ 5, 9%c/) (06) Get away from family problems
3 (1. 3%) (07) Stay out of trouble with the law
0 (0. 0%) (08) Court ordered me to join Army

or go to jail
0 (0. 0%) (09) Get away from school problems
44 (18. 6%) (10) Get away from money /financial )

problems
19 (8.1%) (11) Find out what to do with my life
0 (0. 0%) (12) Receive Combat Arms Enlistment

Bonus
0 (0.0%) (77) Other reason for joining the Army

specify:______________
Missing Data -21
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An you probably know, you were honorably discharged from the Army
Prior to theo torlitiniitiol (if younv citlistunti. Did yolt want to be cdis-
chargod Crorn the Armny prior to the anid of your enlistmentl

150 (63.0%) (01) yea
10 (4. 2%11) (02) Undocidted
78 3 A. 8) (03) No

ir Y~s, Did you ask to ho dinchi~rgd fromi tho Army?............

140 (8 4. 8%) (01) yo
25(14. 2%) (05) No

!lilssintg Data 73)
IF YiMS Whttt was tho primanry ronsuoti you Litaked to be dlischlkrgo#1
from the~ Army?

18 (1.9)(01) Phymshal/ii-intak deficiency
it) (7.1%) (02) Novvouw4
5 (3. A) (03) *Ai-my ''has&4lOd' him~
41 (at9. 3%) (04) D1ls~atilfted

(10. 7%) (06i) 1" umboills at 110isln11.0

U(8.- 651) (07) W rong M-0 ie/Siifro

3 (2. 1%ý) (08) efaflod Arly' L-008

29 ( 20. 7%0) Ot Io I 4

Milising DI)1:1 - 98

Now I wamt to ni~mk yottr' som twotiottos aboutt d:iv way you thought Army
life would be LiM, beove ywi nchually, valmotod til activo thuty. Plea 14v
MISwor kint'Il queltitiollt\00 1 ;I?4lijilt , h'vn or 111.

13 ofo no you ont ý rvd t.ho At* m kill iclivo duity, did yout fool1 thatt
1. It would be o;s my fo v you it, oboy %irdo r&. ?

1$ 3(78. T'i') (01 ) V'('1 1i~ D t
4k)(21. 111.6Li No

a, Tho phiys~c~til trnfiihg yout wouild unhlorgo in t~ho Army
Wojuld Iho Vtory i ltf yotocmuo?

75 (12. b'.$%) to0l) ~'Y" Missitg Data - 7
15(6 7. S% (~ No

3. You wouldi havo problollw back honuo 1:h1t 11inkith m1Ako it
difficutlt: Cot you% o ctomplvt.v your t o%%v of activo duty?

5i21(, 7%) (01) Y 0 1 N41Misigi DAtA 3
184(7,&. 311,) (i~t) No
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4. You would liave difficulty remembering or understanding
what you were being taught by your Army instructors?

97442.57o) (01) Yen .i aing Date ,.10
13k(57. 5%) (05) No

Your Army superiors would usually treat all soldiera
the same, regardless of the soldier's racial or ethnic
origin.?

172(74.8%) (01) Yet
58(24. 2%) (05) No Missing Data - a

6. It would be easy for you to adjust to Army life?

173(77.2%) (01) Yen Missing Data - 14
51(22. SO) (05) No

7, You would find Army life boring?

110(47. A) (01) YeMiaing Data - 5
MOS(Z. 870) (05) No Wain at

8. You would like the Army'a way of doing things?

123(53.9%) (01) yesulng Data - 10
105(46,1%) (05) No

9, You would find your superiors easy to get along with?

165(72. 5%) (01) yeM ing Data - 10
63(Z7. 6%) (05) No

10, You would find the soldiers in your unit very cooperative?

182(79.1%) (01) Yes Missing Data - 8
48(ZO. 9%) (05) NO

11. Being in the Army would make you more golf -disciplined?

138(60. 0%) (01) Yes
92(40.0%) (05) No

AFJER DISCHARGEFRO. RXA Y

Now I would like to ask you some questions about what you have been
doing since you were discharged from the Army.

Since you were discharged from the Army, have you been working at
a job for which you are being paid?

120 (50.4%) (01) Yes
118 (49.6%) (05) No
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What type of work are you doing?

Occupation After Discharged from the Army (Duncan Socio - Eco-.
nonmic Index Scores)

Score Number Percen~aae
90 - 100 0 (0.0%)
so - 89 0 (0.0%)
7J - 79 o (0.0%)
60 - 69 0 (0.09)
so - 9 -(50

40.- 49 2 (1. 6%)

30u -~to 39idnt (11. 5%)

10 - 19 165 (53. 3%)
0 - 9 .. . : . 30 ... (24 6, Q•

Totale 122 (9 (. a /0%)

S,(6 D. 9,27

Missing Dat.a - 116

Spocifi.c Occuatation• _ Num3L4qr.*, P :.•.. •.lercentageo_
Gail Station attten ottIl 4( .5 )
Custodian 9.)
F a I-11111g , I WncISCAP O (glu.) 1U (9 .8% )

machw nic y0u (8. bigai)
T94uck/ 4s (/tax1 d0rive;r u m (7.4%)
Food p,4paration (6. 6%)6'0'0h

Mi(N D 7)

Do you have any buptorvi .ry tompo raibility over other woOero?

10 (8. (6,%) (01) Y0s,
137 (91,8%) (0q) Not

Miasing Data - 116
How many houirs a week arn ymi working fnr• which you are being paid?

92 (75.4%) (01) 40 or' move,; full time
30 (24.616) (0n) iLoso than• 40 hours-, part time

MimminR Datta - 116

Is this a permatnent job, or im it tem~porary?

84 (69. 4%) (01) Yes,• pvrinationt
37 (30,.6%/) (05) No,, temxporary and/or seasonal

mtithitg Dnta - 117
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On the averaie, about how many dollars are you earning a week on
this job?

11 (9.1%) (01) Less than $50
43 (35. ,o) (0Z) $51 - 100
37 (30.6%) (03) $101 - 150
&3 (19.0%0) (04) $1sl - 200
7 i5.8%) (05) $a2l or more

• - 3.76SOD*" 16.0S 3

Range I - 5
Missing Data 117

Overall# are you mostly satisfied or mostly diesatisfiedwiththat job?

84 (68.97%) (01) Satisfied
16 (13.1%) (02) Neutral; neither satisfied nor

dissatisfied
22 (18. 0%) (03) Dissatisfied

Missing Data - 116
IF NOT WORICINOi
Have you applied for a job since you left the Army?

94 (7907) (01) Yes
24 (0., 3 ,) (05) No

Missing Data - 183

Have you had any job interviews?

48 452." ) (01) Yes
44 (47.8) (05) No

Missing Data

Have you bean asked by any prospective employer about what type of
discharge you received from the Army?

96 (48.5%) (01) Yom
102 (51. 5%) (05) No

Missing Data - 40

Were you asked by any prospective employer about the circumstances
under which you were discharged from the Army?

47 (#?. 6) (01) Yes
161 (77.4%) (05) No

Missing Data - 30

In your opinion, do you believe your early discharge from the Army
has had any effect on whether or not a prospective employer has
hired you for a job?

75 (35.07o) (01) Yes
139 (65.0%) (05) No

Missing Data- 24
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IF YOU HAD A JOB BEFORE ENTERING ARMY:

Is your current employer the same employer you had before you
enlisted in the Army?

30 (30.6%) (01) Yea
68 (69,4%) (05) No

Missing Data - 140

Since you have been out of the Army, who have you been living with?

6 (2. 5%) (01) Nobody (living alone)
124 (52.3%) (02) With parent(*)
1 (0,4%) (03) With father only
28 (11. 8%) (04) With mother only
10 (4, Z%, (05) Wife and parents/in - laws
32 (13. 1%) (06) With wife alono
21 (8. 9%) (07) With other relatives
9 (3. 8%) (08) With friends
1 (0.4%) (09) Traveling around and not

staying anywhere for long
5 (2.1%) (10) Other

Missing Data - I

Are you cturrently enrolled in any school or training course?

10 (4. 2%) (01) Yes
228 (95.8%) (0 5) N o

IF YESt What type of sichool/courso ?

1 (9. 1%) (01) High school
2 (10. 20%) (02) Night school to prepare for

GED exam

3 (27. 3%) (03) Terhnical training
4 (36.4%) (04) Collego/university
1 (9,1%) (07) Other (specify type: . ...--- ____ ...

Misidng Data - 227

Work load:

4 ( 40.0 ) (01) Full time
6 ( 60. 0 ) (02) Part - time

Missing Data - ,•91

IF NOt Do you havo any definite plans to begin school or take any
training courses in the next six months?

77 (33. 3%) (01) Yes
154 (66. 7%) (05) No

Missing Data 7
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Have you been expelled or suspended from any school or training
course since you were discharged from the Army?

1 (0,04%) (01) Yes
237 (99.6%) (05) No

Have you been arrested by the police since you were discharged
from the Army?

16 (6.3%) (01) Yes
222 (93.7%) (05) No

IF YESt Have you been charged with having committed a crime?

14 (82.4%) (01) YesL (17. 6%) (05) No
Missing Data - 222

Have you be*. convicted of a crime by a civilian court since you were
discharged frem the Army?

9 (69.2%) (01) Yes4 (30.8%) (05) NoMissing Data - 225

Now, I would like to ask you how you feel about certain persons and
things, After that the Interview -will be completed. Again. I want
to remind you that your answers will remain anonymous and totally
confidential, so please be as open and honest as you can* Again,
there are no right or wrong answers, I simply want to know how you
feel.

(Author's note: After this statement is made,
the attitude "scale" items that follow will be
read to the interviewee. To lesson the trans-
parency of the purpose of the scales and re-
duce response bias, the items will be ordered
in "random'" fashion.)

ARMY TRAIN IGRELATED ANXIETY ITEMS

How often did the training exercises you were told to do make you
feel 'jumpy' or nervous?

60 (25,l%) (01) Very often, or all the time
55 (23.1%) (02) Occasionally
43 (18.1%) (03) Seldom
80 (33.6%) (04) Never

C .48
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How often did you worry about not having sufficent ability to
comtploto your trailning su•.vcafully?

5 w, is(01) Very o .or
53 (22.3%) (02) OcCaeiotnakly
55 (2M 1%) (03) Seldom
75 (31,5%) (04) Naver

How often did you worry about what life would be like at your next
duty station?

67 .28. %) (01) Very ofteno or all the time
48 (20"Z%) (02) Occasionally
37 (15,5%) (03) Seldom
86 (36,1%) (04) Nevor

lHow often did you worry about tho possibility of your being irijurod
during training?

41 (17, 2%) (01) Very often, or all the tinie
35 (14, 7%) (02) Occasionally,
50 (21. 0%) (03) Seldoiti-
112 (47.1%) (04) Ntwor

liow otten did tho. drill sergeatit's yel.ling make you feet 'Jumpy'
oe ~~rvous T

117 (49, Z%) (01) Very often, or all the tinme
41 (17, 2%) (0a) Oc.Lasionally
35 (14. 7%) A03) Seld
45 (l9, 9%) (04) Nover

PERSONAL compr'rENCIE ITEM$

Have y•ou utmally felt pretty iturt, yittr life would work m't tho way
you want it to, or ha\ve there htewl times Whell You hWvtvn't beeot
very sure about it?

a5 ( '5.9%) (01) Pretty turo ,'
152 (64.1%) (05•) 8•1ot eim•s not very sure

Do you (eel that you are the kind Mf person who get.s his share of bad
luck. or do ypu feel thil yotu have mostly good luck?

102 (45. 3%) (01) MWitly good luck *
123 (54,7 %) (05) lAd hlek

C.49
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When you plan ahead, do you usually got to carry out things the
way you expected, or do things usually come up to make you
change your plans?
101 (43, 3%) (01) Things work out as expected*
_13 ((6.7%) (05) Have to change plans

Missing Data 5 3

i(* ndicates personal competence)
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U.S. ARMY TRAINEE DISCHAROE

PROGRAM EVALUATION

Control Group Self - Administered Questionnaire

r

How nmuch schooling did you have prior to your entering the
Ar'my? (circle one)

0 (0%j (01) Complbtt.d grade a-chool or less

12 (19. 0%) (02) So•me hitgh school
29 (46. 0%) (03) Completed high school, .received diploma

7 (11. 116) (04) Completed highschool, GED

14 (22, z%). '(05) Some college
0 (0%o) (06) Completed college (bachelor's degree)

1 (1. 61) (07) Some graduate school

Now. we would like to ask some questions about the circumstances

under which you grow up - say, until you were sixteen years old.

Which one of the following types of conurnunitial describe the. place

whore you spent most of your time while you were growing up?

(circle one)

1Z (19.00%) (01) Large city
13 (20. 60h) (02) Small city
8 (12.7%) (03) Suburb of city
18 (28.6%) (04) Small town
12 (19,0%) (05) Rural aroa or farnm,

Which one of the United States (or Its possessions) dkd you live in

moat of the time while you were growing up? (circle one)

Northea"tern

0 (3%) (01) Maine 3 (4.8%) (07) Now York

1 (1.6%) (02) New Hampshire 0 (0%) (08) New Jersey

0(0%) (03) Vermont 2 (3.216) (09) Pennsylvania

3 (4,8%) (04) Massachusetts 0 (0%) (10) Delaware

1 (1.61) (05) Rhode Island 0 (0%) (11) Maryland

1 (1, 6%) (06) Connecticut 0 (0%) (12) West Virginia



Southern 18 (28.9%)

0 (0%) (13) Virginia 2 (3. Z %) (19) Tennensee
0(0%) (14) North Carolina 3 (4.8%) (20) Kentucky
0 (0%) (15) South Carolina 2 (3. 2%) (21) Arkansas
1(1.6%) (16) Georgia 7 (11,3%) (22) Texas
0 (0%) (17) Alabama 1 (4. 6%) (23) Louisiana
2 (3.,2%) (18) Missuissippi 0 (0%) (24) Florida

Siz24 (39.6%)
1(1.6%) (25) Ohio 1 (1.6%) (32) Kansas
3 (4.8%) (Z6) Indiana 2 (3.2%) (33) Iowa
6(9.7%) (27) Michigan 0 (0%) (34) Oklahoma
4 (6. 5%) (28) Illinois 3 (4.8%) (35) Missouri
3 (4.8%) (29) Wisconsin 0 (0%) (36) North Dakota
I (1.6f%) (30) Minnesota 0 (0%) (37) South Dakota
0 (0%) (31) Nebraska

LaockxMountaai 5 (8.0%)
0 (0%) (38) Idaho 0 (0%) (42) Utah
1(1.6%) (39) Montana 0 (0%) (43) Nevada
0 (0%) (40) Wyoming l(1. 6%) (44) New Mexico
2 (3.2%) (41) Colorado 1(1.6%) (45) Arisona

Pacific Coast 2 (3.2%)

1 (1, 6%) (46) California 1 (1, 6%) (48) Washington
0 (0%) (47) Oregon 0 (0%) (49) Alaska

Pacific Arne 0(0. 0%) , Caribbean

0 (0%) (50) Hawaii 0 (0%) (52) Puerto Rico
0 (0%) (51) Guam (Commonwealth)

(53) Virgin Islands

(Territory)

LJ15Lre~ IDnCnr Z(3,.2%)

2(3., 2%) (54) Name of Country I

Missing Data - 1

ti
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Were both of your parents alive during most of the time you were
growing up - say, until you were sixteen or seventeen years old?
(circle one)

57 (90. 5%) (01) Yee
3 (4,.8%) ,(0Z) No, father deceased
1 (1.6%) (93) No, mother deceased
0 (0%) (04) No, both parents deceased
2 (3. 2%) (05) Don't know

LZ YE , what was your parents i rital status most of the time
while you werig-o•4ni'up? Were they married and ltving together
or what? (circle one)

46 (80. 7%) (0L) Yes, married and living together
4 (7.0%) (02) No, married but UL living together;

separated, legally or otherwise
6 (10.5%) (03) No, divoiced
0 (0. 0%) (04) No, unmarried, but living together

(including "common law" marriage)
0, '(.0%) (05) No, unmarried an'd &SI living to0ether
1 (1,8%/0) (07) No, other status (explain) .... __..

Missing Data - 6

Who did you live with most of the time while you were gqwifrg up?
(circle one)

47 (74.6%) (01) Parents (or stop-parents)
3 (4, 1•%) (02) Parent and stop-parent
10, (15.9%) (03) Mother (or stop -mother) only
1 (1,6%) (04) Father ( or step-father) only
0 (0.00%) (05) With relative(s) (rom immediate fam-dly
1 (1,6%) (06) With other relative(#) and/or legal

gua rdian(s)
1 (1. 6%) (07) In othor situation (explain)

What was tho primary occupration of the head of the household in which
you.lived during most of the time you were growing up? (Explain type
of work and position held. )

Head of Household Occupation (Duncan Socio-Econon-Ac Index Scores)

Score Number Percentage
90 - 100 1 (1.9)
80 - 89 1 (1.9)
70 - 79 4 (7.6)

(List continuod)
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(continued from preceding page)
$cor Numbs P46418

U 9 3
50. 59 5 (9,5)
40 . 49 11 (P0.8)
30 . 39 2 (3s,)
20 . 29 4 (7, 6)
10 -19 17 (3.1)
0. 9 5 (9,5)

Total a (100,4)
3 3 .094

So D. t 23.3S6
Ranges 5 90

Missing Data - 10

seafis Occupation Ng• * EU.I[ L
(1) Ioreman, rnanser# supervimor 9 (. S)
(2) Factory worker (not specified) 4 (6.9)
(3) Truck/bus/taxi driver z (3,4)
(4) Mechanic z (3,4)
(5) Machine Operator 2 (3.4)
(6) Mill Worker 2 (3.4)
(7) -lectrician 2 (3.4)
(8) Rigger/Oil Driller 2 (3.4)
(9)Service, skilled (N.E.C.0) 2 (3.4)
(10) Maid Z (3.4)
(11) Engineer, draftsman 2 (3.4)
(12) Technical (N.E.C.) 2 (3,4)
(13) Military, enlisted a (3.4)
(14) Houaowifo 2 (3.4)
(15) Service, unskilled (N E. CO) 2 (3.4)

*Nl

How MA brothers and sisters did you have? (Specify number,
including step-brothers/sisters . I)

I \
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Ii rrt h~'t~ $iteraSib~lings

-- 3.967

R~ange 0- 6

Wheni yo 7eegown 7pddyo ol(rl ootour father
(rmale gad"?(iceoo

C1 (71.21%) (01) Yam

0 (0. 0%) (08~) 1 did not kmow my father
Misuitig iattF. 4

Whoti yoo~ woro a1'owitim up did you fcool fitirly close to your nvother
(or forviani gAktrdiat),' (Cirele Vill)

6 ( 71,4) (05) N%)
0 (0, 0rl) (OH) 1 dild lict; kiow liy- miothor

Miaoizg D~ata - I

Whotl, you wort, gzoi-mvti up, how much did you wint to be, the kind of
poslYx~m. Cailthor t (11 zz114.0 ~Ammdinm) 1.s wholi you oollmo All adult?

18 (AO 30% ) (01) Ve ry znud
( 30 , (Y,0 (0 2) somilitht.

8 (1.3. Ots) (03) A tiatk
* 6 (W.') (04.) Not- vory. 11-ivhe
*10 (1f), '%) (05i) Nost at: Kll

0el.l% (08) 1 did 1%ol: know liy fathe r or 111(tt gui rdinul

liow lmiuch dill youl waii~t to he litt, thle kind tit porgon your mother (or
(0al 1 %M I g rdiftn I%) 11 1 (d.circl ORO)

it (14), 0%'I) (02) Vory mv ha4

15 (24. P%) (01) A littlo
0) (14. 10'0 (04) Not. v o y ntuc Ii

0 (0, 0%1,) (Oti) .I didi oti lkmw liy miother tit femalm pumrdiani

DO you hlkvet 4% father (IV A IM100 Whe ho pkIlt nieza thAnl four yerar in
AAny tilifitary morvite?
29 (54,, 011) (1) Yom
19 (54. 1',,) No)Ye
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What language was spoken most commonly among your family
and friends?
60 (9502%) (01) English
1 (1.6%) (02) Spanish
0 (0.0%) (03) Portugese
0 (0. 0%) (04) Other

( 3,•%) (05) Both English and Spanish

Now, we would like to ask you some questions about the circumstances
under which you were living just prior to enlisting in the Army.'

Ii to entering the Army, what was your marital status?
41 (6S. e6e) (01) Single
8 (IZ, 7%) (02) Engaged
13 (20.676) (03) Married (including common law marriage.)
1 (1i616) (04) Legally separated or divorced '1
0 (0.0%) (05) Widowed
0 (0,70%) (06) Other status (specify; .... ...__ ._____

What war your wife doing just prior to your enteinog the service IV
other than normal housework?
3 (23,.1%) (01) Unemployedp non-student
0 (0. 0%) (02) Unemployed, high school student
1 (7.77%) (03) Unemployed, college student
5 (39. 5%) (04) Employed, full time work
z (15.4%) (05) Employed, part-time/seasonal work, student
z (15.4%) (06) Employed, part-time/seasonal work, non -

student
0 (0.014) (07) Other activity (specify .

Missing Data - 50

Would you describe your marriage as being a happy one just prior to
your entering the Army?
13 (100. 0%) (01) Yes
"0 (0.0o) (02) No

Miusing Data - 50

Did your marital status change while you were on active duty in the Army?

0 (0,0%) (01) Yes
63 (100.0%) (02) No
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IF YE what was your marital status during molt of the time you
were on active duty?
0 (0.0%) (01) Single
0 (0.0%) (62) Engaged
0 (0. 0%)., (0) Married (inkcluding common law marriage)
0 (0.0%) (04), Legally separated or divorced
0 (0. 0%) (45) Widowed
0 (0.0%) (06) Other status (specify' __

Missing Data - 63

At the time you decided to enlist in the Army, were you working at ajob for which yoq& wqra being paid?

44 (69.8%) (01) Yes
19 (30.21%) (05) No

i iLX '". Whit, ýype of work were you doing?
Obcupational categotryl: .....___......__ _. .....

Occupation Bnfore Enterod Army (Duncan Socio-Economic Index Scores)

scre1{mbqr j~ercjgn$,
90 - 100 0 '(0.0):
o0-89 -0 (0.0)

70o -79 0 (0.0)
60 - 69 2 (4.8)
50 - 59 1 (2.4)
40-49 7 . (16.9)
30 - 39 3 (7.3)
20- 29 3 (7.3)
10 - 19 17 (41.4)
0- 9 .8 (19.5.)

Totals 41 (99.6)
'3Z1 24, 683
SD. 1 17. 308
Rangq 13 -68

Missing Data - 22

Specifig OCcupations Ngrmbor* esnla
(1) Farming, landscaping,(goneral) 6 (14.6)
(2) Stockboy 4 (9.8)
(3) Sales (general) , 3 (7.3)
(4) Mechanic 2 (4.9)
(5) Factory Worker (N.E.C.) a (4.9)

(List continued)
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(continued from preceding page)

SUeCIfC OSIMIin ]Number
(6) Carpenter 2
(7) Wood preparation z (4, 9)
(8) Service, skilled (N.E.C.,) 2 (4,9)
(9) Technical (N. E, C.) a (4,9)
(10) Foreman, manager, supervisor 2 (409)

*N z2

Did you have any supervisory responsibility over other employees?
(circle one)
22 (50.0%) (01) Yes
22 (50.0%) (05) No

Missing Data - 19

How many hours a week were you working for whi4h you were being paid?
34 (77,3%) (01) 40 or more; full-time
10 (22.7%6) (05) lesa thixn 40 hoursl part.time

Missing Data - 19

Was your job permanent and year-around or tempbrery and pos-
stbly seasonal in nature? (circle one)
29 (67.4%) (01) Permanent, year - arouvd
14 (32.66%) (05) Temporary, seasonal

Minsseg Data -

About how many dollar$ were you earning per week on that job?
(circle one that represents most a earnings)
3 (6.8%) (01) Leas than $50
10 (22.,7%) (02) $51 o100
16 (36.4%) (03) $101 150
12 (27.3%) (04) $151 - 200
3 (6.8%) (05) $201 or more

Missing Data - 19

Overall, were you mostly satisfied or mostly diadatisfied with that
job? (circle one?
23 (53.5%) (01) Satisfied
16 (37.2%) (02) Neither satisfied nor disnatisfied
4 (9.3%) (03) Dissatisfied

Missing Data - 20
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If YES (continued from preceding page)

Why did you leave that job?
22 (53,7%) (01) Quit to join the Army

4 (9.8%) (02', Quit for other reasons (specify .I- )
9 (22,0%) (03) Laid off (temporaily) (specify no. of months

before enlisting; _____)

1 (2,4%) .(04) LXAid off (pernmanently) (specify no. of months
before enlisting- .. . .. . _,,___. . .. _--_

1 (2,4%) (05) Fired (specify reason-

3 (7&3%) (07) Logistical arrangements
1 (2.4%) (08), Better situation elsewhere

Missing Data - 22

Were you. enrolled in a school or training course when you decided to
enlist in the Army?
27 (45)0%) (01) Yes
33 (S.o0%) (05) No

Missing Data - 3

What type [it school/couz'se?
18 (64, 3%) (01) High school

1 (3.6%) (02) Night school for QED
4 (14, 3%) (03) Techmical training
5 (17,9%) (0-4) College/university
0 (0,0%) (07) Other (specify: _ __ ._ _ _ _ _ .

Missing Data- 31

Wore you Voing to shool full-time or part-time?
19 (67.9%) (01) Full-time
9 (32, 1%) (05) Part-tinme

Missing Data - 35

Were you bothered by financial problems just prior to entering the Army?
15 (25. 0%) (01) Yes
45 (75.0%) (02) No

Missing Data - 3
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With whom were you living before you enlisted? (circle am many as
neceasary)
39 (63.9%) (01) With parents
2 (3,3%) (00) With other relatives
11 (18.0%) (03) With wife
1 (1.6%) (04) With wife's parents
5 (8. 2%) (05) With friends
3 (4.9%) (06) Alone
0 (0.0%) (07) With other person (specify,

Missing Data - 2

The following question is concerned about the relations you had with
your parents ( or guardian), jobs, and school experiences you had
when you were growing up. If you did not live with your parents (or
guardian) or never held a job# please check "Not Applicable" for
the appropriate item. Please answer whether or not the described
experience was true or generally true for you.

Item True Not Not
(1) ,u 120) A2Rlicjhje (0) ,

My family waahappy 93-. . 10 0o H.. ad no tanAly
together. (84.1%) (15.9%) (0.0%)

I did not like school. 11 52
(17t. 5%) (82, 5%o)

My parents depended 5 56 Did not know
on me for financial (8. 2%) 91.8%) (0. 0%) parents
support. Missing Data - 2

Holding a steady job 3 57 0 Never held a

was difficult for me . (5.0%) 95.0%) (0.0%) job

Missing Data - 3

I had difficulty with 12 51
school work , (19.0%) (81.0%)

My family did things so 13 0 Had no family
together. (79.4%) (20.6%) (0.0%)

Jobs I held were 9 51 0 Never held job
boring. (15.0%) (8.00%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 3

I had to take care of 10 50 0 Had no brothers
my brothers & sisters, (16. 7%) (83.3%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 3

(List continued)
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(continued fronm preceding page)

Item Troe Not Not

I enjoyed school 49 14
(77.8%) (22.2%)

My parents (or guar- 59 4 0 Did not know
dians) wore focrnod (93.7%) (6.3%) (0.0%) parents
aboutt mly wo/ are,

I frequently lost jobs 3 58 0 Never. held a job
because I arrived to (4.9%) (95.1%) (0.0%)
work late.

Missing Data - 2

My, parents (or guar- 22 40 0 Had no parents
dians) wore not happy (35. 5%) (64.5%) (0,0%) or legal guardian
with the grades I re-
coived in school.

Missing Data - I
I would usually take a 3 58 0 Never held a job
job and quit after a fow (4.9%To) (95.1%) (0.0%)

tays or weeks. aosi.ngd Data - 2

I felt I could talk to my 40 17 0 Know no father or
father (or male guar- (70. 2%) (29.87o) (0,0%) male guardian
"dian)

Mimsing Data - 6

My teachers did not 6 55
care for me. (9.8%) (90,2%)

Missing Data - 2

I had difficulty getting 0 63 0 Never held a job
along with people 1 (0.0%) (100.0%) (0.0%)
worked with,

I felt I w uld talk to my 49 14 0 Knew no mother or
mother (or female (77.8%) (22. 2%) (0.0%) female guardian
guardian).

My parents (or legal 49 It 0 Did not know parents/
guardians) were happy. (81. 7%) (18.3%) (0.0%) legal guardians

Mulsing Data - 3

I often changed from b 53 0 Never held a job
job to job. (10.20%) (89.8%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 4

(List continued)
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(continued from proceding page)

Item True Not Not
()..... True ()_ Amlicable (0)

I often had to help my 17 43 0 Had no
family. (28.3%) (71.7%) (0.0%) Lamily

Missing Data 4
I enjoyed working. $a 10 0 Never

(83.9%) (16.1%) (0.0%) had a
Missing Data I Job

I participated in group 37 26 0
activities (Scouting pro- (S8 7%) (41.3%) (00%)
grams, 4-H Club, youth
clubs, school programs)

I participated in or. 43 20 0
gatnised team sports (68. 3%) (31.70) (0.0%)
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Now we want to read you a list of things you might have done when you
were growing up that could have gotten you into trouble. Remember,
the questionnaire is anonymous and your answers cannot be traced
back to you, so please give honest answers,

Please tell us IM& Mgny tiMej you did the following things when you
were growing upt (Just put an "x" under the appropriate number of
tillles).

Item

I stayed out later than 4 3 3 12 41
nly parents (guardians) (6,3%) (4,8%) (4.8%) (19.0%) (65.1%)
*aad I could

I ran away fronm home 48 12 a 1 0
(76.2%) (19. 0%) (3,. 2) (1. 6%) (0.0%)

I took something not 27 It 6 4 14

belonming to me worth (4.5%) (17.7%) (97%) (6,5%) (22.6%)
___ t han $Missing DAtA - I

I wyokit onto sonleone's Zt6 9 7 6 14
land or into some house (41.9%) (14.5%) (11.3%) (9.7%) (22. A%)
or building when I wasn't Missing Data - I
Supposed to 1e there.

I set fire to sonleone 55 5 2 0 1
slso's proporty on purpose (87.3%) (7.9%) (3.2%) (0.0%) (1.6%)

I argued or had A fight 19 6 4 4 30
with one of liy parents (30.2%) (9.5%) (6.3%) (6.3%) (47.6%)

I got into trouble with 32 19 5 3 4
tihe police bocause of (50.8%) (30.2%) (7.9%) (4.8%) (6.3%)
somethint• I did

(List continued)
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(continued from preceding page)

CR

Ihrsoenbalenuh47 a t:4
I damage schoolp 0 43

on purpose (lobe,(179.7%) (4.8%) (63.%) (8.1%) (66.1%)

wiore) without mypayeng o t.'(2s% 2.% 1.% 1,% Z.4o

I hit aooteoner tt d n' 0 1 a
belongto omeobndes o my (97.1%) (6,3%) (.50%) (369%) (3e2.%)

!!I.,dotoryfotheir 5? 3uaie 0

+.I drankane alcohooli pboert - 11 3 0 4

S(liquorbeer, (91,9%) (4,8%) (352%) (080%) (0,10%)

!i+ store* withouzt myparenB o t's 2,5 2,•)(4.5 1,5 2.

permision.Missing Data - I

I took aar a digh'tw 5e 3 0 5 1
* ablnc tof smy riend (0.31%) (4.8%) (0.9%) (7.6%) (14.6%)

gint aother bnho

A hit d myn tat aoheri 5e7 3 z 0 40
=:. erge(lqurber,(91.9%f) (4.8%) (3.2%) (0.,0%) (0.,0%)

+• ern~ll~nMissing Data - I

kids

I took something not be- 4? 4 7 1 4
longing to me worth My± (74.0%) (6.3%) (11.1%) (1.6%) (6. 3%)
than $50,

(List continued)
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(Continued from preceding page)

0

0N

Item 4

I had to bring my parents 30 18 8 3 3
to school because of some (48.4%) (29.0%) (12.9%) (4,8%) (4.8%)
trouble I got into Mbssing Data - 1

I skipped a day of school 10 9 6 6 32

without a proper excuse (15.9%) (14,3%) (9.5%) (9.5%) (50.8%)

I used a knife or gun (or 56 1 3 2 1
some other weapon) to (88.9%) (1,6%) (4.8%) (3.2%) (1.6%)
get something from an-
other pox-son

How many times did the following things happen to you while you were

growing up?

I have beens

Arrested by civilian 41 15 z 3 2
authorities (65.1%) (23.8%) (3.2%) (4.8%) (3.2%)

Convicted of a crime by 53 7 1 1 0
a civilian court (85.5%) (11,3%) (1.6%) (1.6%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 1

Suspended from school 40 7 5 5 6
for disciplinary reasons (63,5%) (11.1%) (7.9%) (7.9%) (9. 5%)

Expelled from school 50 5 1 3 4
(79.4%) (7,9%) (1.6%) (4.8%) (6.3%)
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Prior to entering the service, how often did you use each of the
following for other than medical reasons? (Just put an "xc"
under the appropriate number of times).,

! ! '1 ,H 7 U

S 0 O 0

Used, A i
Marijuana 21 3 2 8 5 10 14
(pot, grams, (33.3%)(4.8%) (3.2%) (12.7%) (7.9%) (15.9%) (22.2%)
Mary Jane
or hashish)

Stimulants# 41 5 4 3 3 5 2
(uppers. (65.1%) (7,9%) (6.3%) (4.8%) (4.8%) (7.9%) (3.2%)
speed, pep
pills, bennies,
etc.)

Depressants 48 3 2 4 3 3 0
(downers, red (76.274)(4.87o) (3.2•%) (6.3%) (4.8%6) (4.8%) (00%O)
devils, yellow
jackets, qua-
aludes, THC.
mandrax, etc.)

Beer and/or 5 2 3 3 12 18 19
wine '(8.1%) (3,2%) (4,876) (4.8%) (19.4%) (Z9. 0%)(30. 6%)

Missing Data - I

Opiates 57 3 0 2 a 0 0
(Heroin, (90.5%)(4.8%) (0.0%) (3.2%) (1.6%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
horse, smack,
"II ls morphine,
opium, etc,)

Hard Liquor 17 4 5 7 14 8 8
(gin, whiskey, (27.0%)(6.3%) (7.9%) (11.1%) (22.2%) (12.7%) (12.?703;
vodka, etc.)

(List continued)
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(continued from preceding page) U I

jto I

Hallucinogens 49 4- a 61
S(LB.aD peyote, (77.6%) (6.0%) (362%o) (?*9%) (1,,6%0) (],,6') (1,.6%')

In Soerao• how satisfied veto you with civilian life just prior to
I ~ ~your enlisting in the Armh'y? Would4 you oiay you wer'e 8g•enealys

(elde one)

34 (54. O%) (01) Sattified
23 (36.5%) (02) Neltheetr stLifled nor dissatisfied
6 (9.5%) (03) DLssatstfled

2%

S

'.4.

"I'
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RECRUITING PROCESS

Now, we would like to ask you about the process by which you
were recruited into the Army.

When you made the decision to enlist in the Army, did you make
the decision pretty much by yourself, or did you talk to others
before deciding? (circle one)

z2 (34.9%) (01) Made decision by self
41 (65.176) (02) Others

If you• talked toQttL9J. please answer the following: Who did
you talk to about it?

For each of the people you talked to about enlisting in the Army,
was the verson indicatod generally for or against the idea of
you joining the Army? (Check appropriate column for each item.)

pk

Persons Consultod _

Father or Stop- 28 5 2 1
father (77.8%) (13.9%) (5.6%) (2.8%)

Missing.Data - 27

Mother or Step- 20 9 5 1
mother (57.•%).(25.7%) (14.3%) (2.9%)

Missing Data - 29

Brothor(u) 16 11 4 0
(51.6%/o) (35.5%) (12,9%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 32

Sister(s) 11 7 7 0
(44.0%) (28.0%) (28.0%/1) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 38

Wife 7 2 3 0
(58.3%)(16.7%) (25.0%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 51

(List continued) j
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(continued ftorn preceding page)

kI

Wife' a parents 7 2 1 0
(70,0%)(20.0%) ((0.0) (oo)

Misingn Data - 3 3

Fiance 6 a 4 0 i .

(50.0%)(16.7%) (33,3%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 51

Oifrliend(s) 12 3 3 0
(574.5%)(13.64%) (31.8%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 41
Boyfriend (s) a 3 3 0

(sT•'o(z•4%)(21.4%) (0.0o%) ':

Army recruiter(@) 38 0 0 0
(100.0%)(o.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 25

Relatives 0 0 1 0
(0.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) (0.0%,%

Missing Data - 6Z
Boom 0 0 1 0, •

(0.0%) (0.0%) (100.0%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 62

Others 5 0 1 0
(83.3%) (0.0%) (16.7%) (0.0%)

Missing Data - 57
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In your opinion, which one of the persons that you talked to had
the most influence on your decision to enlist in the Army?

12 (30.0%) (01) Father
2 (5. 0%) (02) Mother
0 (0. 0%) (03) Brother(s)
0 (0.0%) (04) Sistor(s)
8 (20, 0%) (os) WifO
2 (5. 0%) (06) Fiancee
I (Z. 5%) (07) Girlfriend
1 (2.5%) (0B) Boyfriend
12 (30. 0%) (09) Army recruiter
1 (2. 5%) (10) Uncle, cousin, other relatives
0 (0. 0%) (11) Nobody
1(. 5%) (7V) Others

Mishing Data - 23

Did your recruiter guarantee you your choice of training?

48 (78.7%) (01) Yell
13 (21.3%) (05) No

Missing Data - 2

Did your rocruiter gu.raiteoo you your choice of duty station (or
unit of cloic )'

.32 (5,7. 1%) (01) Yes
24 (42.9%) (05) No
0 (0. 0%) (08) Don't: lulow

Mist~itg Data - 7

Did you dochid to oulist in thi Army before or afteir seeing the
ravruitur'?

38 (62. 3%) (0O) Defore
23 (37. 7TP) (05) After
0 (0. 0%) (08) Don't know; don't rtnomnbor

Missing Data - 2

Did you have a job at the time you docidod t:o enlist?

44 (69.8%) (01) Y(,H
19 (30. 2%) (05) No
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Did your employer promise that your job would be waiting for you
when you were discharged from the Army?

14 (38.9%) (01) Yes
22 (61.1%) (05) No

Missing Data - 27

- 'rior to wour enteins the Army, did anyone tell you or suggest to
you that you could be honorably discharged prior to completing
your term of enlistment simply because you did not choose to stay ,
In the Army?

12 (2101%) (01) Yes
45 (78.9%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't know; don't remember

Missing Data - 6

IF YES (It no, skip this section) who told or suggested that to you?

4 (36.4%) (01) Recruiter
3, (27.3%) (02) Friend not in the Army
3 (27.3%) (03) Friend in the Army
0 (0,0%) (04) Rolativoenot in the Army
0 (0,0%) (05) Relative in the Army
0 (0,0%) (06) Fellow Army recruit
0 (0.0%) (07) National Guard unit officer
0 (0.0%) (08) National Guard unit NCO
0 (0.0%) (09) National Guird unit EM
0 (0.0%) (10) Army Rosorvo unit officer
0 (0.0%) (11) Army Reserve unit NCO
0 (0.0%) (12) Army Reserve unit EM
1 (9.1%) (77) Other parson (spocify_

Missing Data - 52

What was the primary reason you decided to enlist in the Army?
(Check most appropriate category)

6 (9. 5%) (01) Obtain steady job
26 (41. 3%) (02) Receive special training or obtain a skill
7 (11,1%) (03) Become eligible for veteran's benefits
4 (6. 3%) (04) Pursue Army career
3 (4.,%) (05) Travel to new placesl foreign travel
4 (6. 3%) (06) Get away from fantily problems
1 (1. 6%) (07) Stay out of trouble with the law
1 (1.6%) (08) Court ordered me to join Army or go to

jail
0 (0.0%) (09) Got away- from school problems
2 (3.2%) (10) Cet away from money/financial problems

(List tiontinued)
Choe



(continued from preceding page)

6 (9U 5%) (11) Find out what to do with my life
0 (0. 0%) (12) Receive Combat Arms enlistment Bonus
3 (4.8%) (77) Other reason for joining Army(Specify:__ ____

Now we want to ask you some questions about the way you thought
Army life would be like before you actually entered on active duty.
Please answer each question with a simple yes or no.

Before you entered the Army on active duty, did you feel thati
(1) It would be easy for you to obey orders?

37 (62. 7%) (01) Yes
22 (37.1%) (05) No
0 (0. 0%) (08) Don't know

Missing Data - 4

(2) The physical trainintg you would undergo in the Army would
be very difficult for you to complete?
19 (31.1%) (01) Yes
42 (68. 9%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't know, don't remember

Missing Data - 2

(3) You woelid have problums baiik home that might make it
difficult for you to coinplhte your toiur of active duty?
11 (18. 3%) (01) Yoe
49 (81. 7%) (05) No
0 (0. 0%) (08) Don't know; don't remember

Mlssing Data - 3

(4) You would have difficulty remembering or understanding
what you were boing taught by your Army instructors?

10 (15. 9%) (01) Yeo
53 (84.1%) (06) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't know- don't remember

(5) Your Army superior. would usually treat all soldiers
the same, regardleas of the soldiers' racial or ethnic
origins ?
49 (79.0%) (01) Yes
13 (21.0%) (05) No
0 (0,0%/0) (08) Don't knowdon't remember
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(6) It would be easy for you to adjust to Army life?
41 (70.7%) (01) Yes
17 (9. 3%) (05) No
0 (0. 0%) (08) Don't khowi can't

remember

Missing Data - S
(7) You would find Army life boring?

14 (23, 3%) (01) Yes
46 (76,7%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't knowi an't

remember

Missing Data - 3

(6) You would like the Army's way of doing things?
19 (35,8%) (01) Yes
34 (64. Z%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't knowl can't

remember
Missing Data - 10

(9) You would find your superiors easy to get along with?
a8 (46.7%) (01) Yes
32 (3,33%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't knowt can't

remember

Missing Data - 3

(10) You would find soldiers in your unit very cooperative?
39 (67.2 %o) (01) Yom
19 (32.8%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't knowi can't

remember

Missing Data - S

(11) Being in the Army would make you more self-disciplined?
94 (87.1%) (01) Yes
8 (IZ. 9%) (05) No
0 (0.0%) (08) Don't know; can't

remember
Missing Data - 1
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Now we would like to ask how you feel about certain persons and
thins.. After this the interview will be completed. Againp we
want to rescind you that your answers will r main anonymous and
totally confidential; so 'please be as open and honest as you cans
Again, there are no rtght or wrong as•wers, we simply want to know
how you feel*

How often do the training exezrcises you are, told to do make you
feel 'Jumpy' or nervous?

2 (3. 2%) (01) Very often, or all the time
21 (33.3%) (02) Occasionally
Z4 (38.1%) (03) Seldom
16 (25.4%) (04) Never

How often, do you worry about not having sufficient ability to
complete your training successfully?

0 (0 010) (01) Very often, or all the time
19 (30.2%) (02) Occasionally
Z (33.3%) (03) Seldom
23 (36.5%) (04) Never

How: often do you worry about what life will be like at your next
duty station?

15 (23.8%) (01) Very often, or all the time
18 (Z8.6516) (02) Occasionally
17 (Z7. 0%) (03) Suldom
13 (0., 6%) (04) Never

Howl often do you worry about the posaibility of your being injired
during training?

4 (6. 3%) (01) Very often, or all the time
12 (19.0%) (02) Occasionally
24 (38.1%) (03) Seldom
23 (36,5%) (04) Never

How often does the drill sergeant's yalling make you feel "Jumpy"
or nervous?

7 (11.1%) (01) Very often, or all the time
12, (19,070) (02) Occasionally
20 (31.7%) (03) Seldom
24 (38.1%) (04) Never
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Have you usually felt pretty sure your life would work out the way
you want it to, or have there been times when you haven't been very
sure about it?

34 (54, 0%) (01) Pretty sure
29 (46. 0%) (05) Sometimes not very sure

Do you feel that you•are the kind of person who gets his share of
bad luck, or do you feel that you have mostly good luck?

43 (70, 5%) (01) Mostly good luck
18 (29.5%) (05) Bad luck

Missing Data - 2

When you make plans ahead do you usually get to carry out things the
way you expected, or do things usually come up to make you change
your plans?
36 (58.3%) (01) Things work out as expected
25 (41, 7%) (05) Have to change plans

Missing Data 2

C.75



DISCHARGEE PERSONNEL RECORD DATA FORM

Trainee Background Information

(Information taken from peroonnol records.)

Source of recruitment

128 (56.4%) (01) Regular Arlmy, volunteered in
21 (9./3%) (02) Army Reserve, entnred through
78 (34.4%) (03) National Guard, entered through

Missing Data - 11

Number of weeks on active duty

0 - 2 weeks 10 (4 416)
3 - 4 weeks 102 (4. 67)
5 - 6 weeks 65 (29.1%)
7 - 8 weeks 17 (7.6%)
9 - 12 weeks 13 (S. 7%)
13 - 18 weeks 12 (5. Z%)
19 - 25 weeks 5 (2.1%)

3 i 5. 7813
S.D. : 3,9278
Ratnge 0 - 25
Missing Data - 14

Grade

190 (84.1%) (01) E-1
34 (15.0%) (02) E-2
2 (0.9%) (03) E-3
0 (0.0%) (04) E-4
0 (0.0%) (05) E-5

Missing Data - 12

* •
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AFEE Station/State Where Entered Service
N 3lIU 33(14.610)

0 1)%Maine 4(1.8%) (07) New York
5(2, 2%) (03) New Hampshire 3(1. 3%) (08) New Jersey
2(0.9%) (03), Vermont 6(2.?7%) (09) Pennsylvania
11(4. 9%) (04) Massachusetts 0(0.,0%) (10) Delaware
0(0,0%) (05) Rhode Island 1(0.4%) (11) Maryland
0(0,0%), (06) Connecticut 1(0,4%) (13) West Virlinia

filuthern .74(33, 7%)
(13) Virginia 13(5.3%) (19) Tennessee

1(0.%9) (14) NorthiCarolina 17(7.5%) (30) Xentuaks
2(0.9%) (16) South Carolina 5(2.2%) (33) Arkansas

5(0.19%) (16) Georgia 14(6.6%) (23) Tekao
34(.3 2%) (17) AlabamaL 9(4.05%) (23) Liouisian

(0.91%) (19) •isosissip 1(0.0%) (34) FNorh Dd t
14W•( M 99(4318%o)

3(1.3%) (20) Ohio Z( 109%) (37) Southa koas603.5%) (26) Indiana 441.8%0) (33)4 Iowa
2541.1%lf) (27) Michigan 4(l.8%) (34) Oklahoma•
14(6.2%f) (218) Illinois 17(7. 5%) (35) Missouri
703.1%) RZ9) Wisconsin 0(0,1 0fo) (36) N~orth Dakota
3(l.3%) (30) Minnesota 1(0,4%) (37) South Dakota

0(0.0%) (31) Nebraska

Rocky Momatzi 11(4.68%)
1(0.476) (38) Idaho 2(0.9%) (42) Utah
0(0.0%) (39) Montana 2(0.9%) (43) Nevada
0(0.0%) (40) Wyoming 2(0.97%) (44) New Mexico
1(0.4%) (41) Colorado 3(1. 3%) (45) Arizona

A$fig go 9(4. 0%)
5(2.2%) (46) California 4(1,8%) (48) Washington
0(0.0%) (47) Oregon 0(0.0%) (49) Alaska

eitig sA'tilt0(0. 0• %) Aribben 0(0. 0%)
0(0.070 (50) Hawaii 0(0,0%f) (52) Puerto RItco
0(0.0%) (51) Ouam (Commonwealth)

0(0.0%) (53) Virgin Islands
(Territory)

rolsion gountr X0(0.0%)
0(0, 0%) (54) Name of Country

Missing Data - 12

C-77



Civil Status

177 (79.7%) (01) Single
45 (20. 3%) (02) Married
0 (0.0%) (03) Divorced/Separated
0 (0.00%) (04) Living with common-law wife
0 (0.4 %) (05) Engaged to be married
0 (0.0%) (07) Other (specifyi _ _ _ _ )

Missing Data - 16

AWQT Score

,Sc,. Number-e__, a e
91.- 100% 6 (2.8%)
81 90% 8 (3,8%)
71 80% 1s (6.8%)
61- 70% 17 (7.8%)
51-60 23 (- 60%%)
41 - 50% 42 (19.1%)
31-. 40% 68 (30. 8%)
21 - 30% 30 (13.7%)
11 - 20% 11 (5.0%)
1 -100/4 . .5_

Total 221 (100.87)"

a 44.824
S.D. : 19. 491
Range 10 -97
Missing Data - 17

Racial Ancestry

170 (76. 6%4) (01) Caucasian (white)
48 (21. 6%) (02) Negroid (black)
0 (0.0%) (03) American Indian
0 (0. 0%) (04) Mongolian (Oriental)
4 (1. 8%) (05) Spanish American
0 (0.0%) (07) Other (specify: ,___ )

Missing Data - 16

Reason for discharge

78 (35.3%) (01) Attitude
53 (24.0%) (02) Aptitude
48 (Z1. 7%) (03) Motivation
42 (19. 0%) (04) Self-discipline

Missing Data - 17



Age

MO Numb~w Percean
26.-32 6 (.%
23 -251882%
al1-22 37 (16.7%)
a0 24 (10.9%)
19 35(18%
18 5? (25.8%)

1144 (91p
Total# 221 (99.3%)

X 19. 516
S.D. 12. 5789
Ranget 17.32
Missing Data -17

Term of enlistment

6 (Reserves &Nat'l Ouard 94 (42.376)

4 27 (12.2%)
3 93 (41. 9%)

2 ~~~7(3 ¶.
Totals 222 (100. 0%)

Citisenshilp

221. (99.1%) (01) U.S. Citizen
2 ~(0.9%) (0Z) Other (specifyi ___________

Missing Data - 15

ACB Code (3 or more aptitude scores of at least 90)

127 (92. 6%) (01) Yes
10 (7.3%) (05) No

Miooing Data -101

Education
yoAaru Number Ps r centi
13 -16 7 (.36
12 103 (46. 6%)
11 43 (19. 5%)
10 25 (11. 3%)

(Table continued on following page)
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(continued from preceding page)

Years Numbber Percentage
9 2? (12. Z7o)
7 . 16 (, 7_ . ).

Totals az1 (100.0%)
X 1 10.973
SD. 1.4861
Range 1 7 - 16
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Military Background Characteristicsu of Training Cadre Sample

N

,, s urvey S9tt
14t, K1(n 50.6 42
Ft. Leonard Wood 49.4 4 1

fi,5 4.8 4
E'-6 18.1 15
11-7 1. 15is

-8 15.7 13
0-1 3,6 3
0-Z 6.0 5
0-3 33. 7 28

BrachofStivivt,/MO8_CAto~~~

S.Ini fantry 36. 8 30

Ar mo ,4. 5 20
Artille ry 6. 1 5
Military hntollganco 1.2 1
);,',igl vvr 17. 1 14
'ignail (Corps) 4.9 4
Quart-tiolait,3r Corps -. 4 A
ITratutpotrtatioIl ?. 4 _
Ordtimuwt' 3,.73
Ovi, r 1.2. 1

Iviimsing Data 1

,,: SptL' ii1 F,'ovct• 28 2
Airbornte 38. 9 14

rr n 1 v O anid Airbornto i3,. 9 5

Special l'orcem and Airborne 5.6
Spvcial Vorvoo, Airborne, 5.06
atld Ralnger
Pilot 13,:9 5
Airborne and Pilot 8. 3 3
Ranger, Airbunre, and Pilot A. a 1
Othur Special Qualificationa 8, 3 3
Misainig Data 47

1)D2
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35.4 29
Company CO 35.4 29
Company XO 3.7 3
Company Training Officer 1. 3 1
First Sergeant 5.9 13
Platoon Sergeant 26.8 22
Asst. Platoon Sergeant 14.6 12
Chaplain 1.2 1
Other Position 1, 2 1
Missing Data 1

length of Time In Proe y•trPoujtion I
1 month or loe 3,8 3

2-6 months 41:3 3 .3
7-l2 months 27.6 22
13-18 months 11.3 9
19-24 months 8.9 7
25 or more months 7. 7 6
Missing Data 3

Experience in TO&E Unit
Daa -88. 8 7 1

No 11.1 9Mvis line Data 3 i

E~ver. Come Under Direct Fire?
Yes 71. 3 57
No 28,8 23
Missing Data 3

Lurnbe r of TD Dtsc] sLe Evaluated

10 or fewer 30.4 25
11-20 cases 17,8 14
21-.40 19. 1 15
41-60 16,5 13
61-80 6.4 5
81-100 3. 8 3
100 or more 6.5 5
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Background Characteristics of TDP Discharge, and Non-Discharge.
Groups

Discharges Group Control Group
Characteristic N % N

Ft, Knox 49.2 116 46,0 29
Ft. Wood 50.8 120 54,0 34

- Completed grade school 6. 3 15 0, 0 0
or lesas

a Some high school 47, 1 112 19.0 12
- Completed high school, 27.7 66 46.0 29

received diploma
a Completed high school, GED 7.6 18 11. 1 7
- Some college 10,9 26 22. 2 14
- Completed college 0.4 1 0,0 0

(bachelor'. degree)
- Some graduate school 0.0 0 1.6 1

Missing Data 0 0

7-8 7.2 16
9 12. 2 27 N.A.

10 11.3 25
11 19.5 43

12 46.6 .103
13-16 3.3 7
Mlmaing Darn% 1 ?

Sex
Male 100.0 Z38 100.0 63
Female 0,0 0 0.0 0

26-32 years old 2.8 6 N.A.
23-ZS years old 8.2 18 N.A.

(continued on following page)
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Dischargee Group Control Group
Characteristic No N N

Age (Contt)
21-22 years old 16.7 37 N.A.
20 years old 10.9 24
19 years old 15.8 35
18 years old 25.8 57
17 years old 19.1 44
Missing Data 17

U.S. Citizen 99.1 223 N,A,
Other 0.9 2
Missing Data 1s

Race
Caucasion (white) 76.6 170 81.0 51
Negroid (black) 21.6 48 19.0 1Z
Spanish American 1.8 4 0.0 0
Missing Data 16 0

" Only Caucasian and Negroid were distinguished. Thum, it is

possible that there were Spanish Americans or American Indians
who were included under the Caucasian category.

Marital Status: before entered
Army
Single 63.9 152 65.8 41
Engaged 13.9 33 12.7 8
Married 19.3 46 20.6 13
Legally separated or divoriced 2.9 7 1.6 1

.RBUion of country where
grew up
Northeast 16.0 38 17.6 11
South 31.4 75 28.9 18
Midwest 39.5 106 39.6 24
Rocky Mountain 2.9 7 8.0 5
Pacific Coast 4.6 11 3.2 2
Foreign Country 0.4 1 3.2 2
Missing Data 0 1
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Dischargee Group Control Group
Characteristic N N

which rew u
Large City (over 100,000) 30.7 73 19.0 12
Small City (20, 000-100,000) 15.1 36 Z0.6 13
Suburib of City 7.1 1? 12.7 8
$mall town (under 20,000) 32.4 77 28.6 18
Rural area or farm 14.7 35 19.0 1 2

Ug"ktimLni t ulw aý8 on

English 96.6 230 95. z 60
Spanish 2. 5 6 1. 6 1
Portuguses 0.4 1 0.0 0
Spanish and Engliah 0.4 1 3. 2 2

Yes 93. 3 zz2 90. b 57
No, father, doceaaed 5.0 1 2 4. 8 3
No, Mother cloceased 1.3 3 1.6 1
Don't know 0.4 1 3.2 2

Who HwAv with most of time

Fa "nts ko. rLap-parents) 69.6 165 74.6 47
Varutit and istop pIrant 5. 5 13 4. 8 3
Mouthr (or ktotp.inother) only 19. 0 45 15. 9 10
li,'ther (or stop-fathor) only I A 3 3 1.6 1
Other rolatives 3,4 8 1.6 1
Othor situation 1,3 3 1, 6 1
Mlusing l.D•t a 1 0

I~rth.''aX %1 2. 05 Xx 1.83
S, D, 1.50 S.D.x 1,60

Ranger 0-8 Ranger 0.6

t.- ...



Discharges Group Control Group

(C*¶At'd) 4*!E

SOD.d 0 1. Lii 31. 1.817

Range a 0.8 Ranges 0.8

6Sibling (total) RD. 4. 21 RD. 3. 96
SO DO m2. 48 S. D. a Z,

Ranges 0-13 Ranges 0.12

Have father or brother who V.N V
spet mo*han f elre

71s43.3 101 46.0 29
No 56.7 132 54.0 34

When decided to egliult
you were:
Employed (full or part-time) 48.9 116 69. 8 44
Enrolled in School or training 25. 7 61 450 20
c oursme

Source of recruitment
1f.egi.a~rrzn IVY6.4 128 N.A.
Army Reserves 9. 3 21I
National Guard 34.4 78

Tewrmof enlistment (yea IL
6 (Reuervea and National 42. 3 94
Guard only)
5 0.5 1 N.A.
4 12.2 27
3 41.9 93
2 3.2 7
Missing Data 16

AFQT Score
91-100 2.8 6
81-90 3.8 8 N.A,
71-80 6.8 is
61-70 7.8 17
51-60 10.5 233

(continued on following page)
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Discharges Group Control Group
N N

A I 1COP..E LCont' d)
4-019.1 4Z N. A.

31-40 30.8 68
ai1-30 13.7 30
11420 5.0 11
1 .10 0.5 1
Missing Data 17

The Army Szo, ups AFrQT scores into five mental categorie,
they are: I(scores 93-100)1 11(scores 63-92); III(scores 31-64);
IV (scores 10-30); and V (scores 0-9).

El84. 1 190
E 2 15.0 34 N. A.

E30.9 z
Miasing Data 12

Attidude, poor 35478
Aptitudol low in 24.0 53
Motivation~, lack of 21, 7 48 N. A.
Self-"discipline, lack of 19.0 4Z
Missing D~ata 17
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